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Business Comment Letters 


Abrahams, Loewenstein, Bushman and Kauffman - 
3910; Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Adventurer Tours - 13442; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone 
Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception 

Ail Aboard Travel - 7561; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan 

Allen, Jack, Attorney at Law - 11097; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Alpine Environmental, Inc. - 9679; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience 

Andersons Arsenal - 2563; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RB51, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Architectural Illustration - 14368; Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use 
and Experience 

Artistic Features Art Studio - 6152; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify 

Aspen Trading Post - 11902; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan 

Audio Press - 14438; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), 

Ayers Northwest - 9056; Visitor Use - Winter 
Recreation 

Ayurvedic Rehabilitation Center - 753; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 


Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

Backyard Designs - 1434; Bison - 
Capture/Tesv/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management 
Areas, Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination 
with RB51, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Baker Animal Hospital - 8926; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range 

Baldwin Realty - 705; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range 

Blaise Hayward Studio - 9413; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Alternative 

Blue Water Publishing, Inc - 10530; Alternative Plan 
B, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

Boesche, McDermott & Eskridge - 6201; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Citizen's Plan, Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Boocks Farm - 16778; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Socioeconomics - Cost to 
livestock operators 

Bracer Consulting - 13417; Alternatives/Issues - New 

Bruce Jackson Photography - 3795; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 
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C. W. Roders Enterprises - 3022; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Calvary Cemetery - 8066; Citizen's Plan 

Cambata Aviation Inc. - 6015; Citizen's Plan 

Cefali & Cefali Attorneys at Law - 1690; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

City Living Realtors - 7858; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience 

Coffee Shaman - 794; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Hunting, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Compassionate Creations - 498; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS], 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Coyote Creek Photography - 1786; Citizen's Plan, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Crabtree Ridge Farm - 16577; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

D. Lindsay Pettus Real Estate - 7034; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Daniel C. Hughes, Jr., Investment Properties - 10240; 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS!, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

David L. Bourgoin Law Offices - 4104; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Siaughter Operations, Citizen's 


Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socloeconomics - Minority and 
Low-Income Populations 

David Spagat, Ltd. - 8011; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan 

Dawson Medical Group - 4408; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Diamond K Outfitters, Inc. - 10722; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Socioeconomics - Project costs 
are reasonable 

Direct Response - 3822; Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Don Devine's Studio - 7731; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Alternative 

Double Spear Ranch - 9063; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range 

EB3 Ranch - 1722; Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison 
- Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range 

Ecological Consulting Services - 13073; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify 

Family Medicine - 7755; Bison - Distribution (Live), 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
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Social Values, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates 

FaunaWest Wildlife Consultants - 10656; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates 

First Alabama Bank of Birmingham - 262; Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range 

Georgia Surgical Associates, P.C. - 6623; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Geyser Gazette - 14367; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates 

Goldstar Jewellery Pvt. Ltd. - 4536; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Socioeconomics - Social Values 

H. F. Magnuson Company - 458; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Hagenbarth Livestock - 10638; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities 

Hakansson, Carl G., Attorney at Law - 1905; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 


Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Haney Truck Line, Inc. - 9030, 9031; Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison 
- Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable 

Heartland Realty Investors, Inc. - 8320; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Herbst Lazy TY Cattle Co. - 17856; Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison 
- Population, Bison - Special Management 
Areas, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators 

Hogue's Ravenoak - 10715; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Holmhaven - 2788; Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan 

Indigo Girls - 14205; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable, Wildlife - 
Threatened and Endangered Species - protection 

Jack Atcheson and Sons, Inc. - 3627; Bison - 
Hunting, Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Jessie M. Harris, Flower and Nature Photography - 
7373; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Hunting, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
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Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan 

Keenan Ranch - 9111; Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Property Damage, Bison - Special Management 
Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable 

Kelly, Hart & Hallman - 8158; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Alternative, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

King Ranch - 8829; Brucellosis - in Yellowstone 
Bison Herd, Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Kokopelli Books - 3339; Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience 

LaCrosse Associates - 13033a; Alternative Plan B, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable 

Lake Area Hamilton Stores - 6332; Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range 

Lance W. Holter, Real Estate & Construction - 9439; 
Citizen's Plan 

Leonard, Street and Deinard - 9801; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Change Cattle Operations (Public and 
Private), Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

Lichtenfeld, Mark, Attorney at Law - 751; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 


- Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Light Touch Chiropractic - 5682; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range 

Lockwood Properties Trust - 9649; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Lone Wolf Services - 15728; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan 

Lortz Manufacturing Company - 2861; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Mariposa Mobile Veterinary Service - 15729; 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Meagher County News - 15377; Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities 

Metrics Unlimited Inc. - 3087; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Microban Products Company - 7014; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Mills, Sherman, Gilliam, & Goodwin, P.S.C. - 6931; 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Socioeconomics - Cost to 
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livestock operators, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable 

Montana International Incorporated - 15252; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience 

Montana Livestock Ag Credit, Inc. - 2740; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Population, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Visual Resources - 
Landscapes and Viewsheds, Wildlife - Predators 
and Scavengers/Ungulates 

Moore & McFadden, Chartered - 14978; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Visitor Use - Winter 
Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Morgan, Franich, Fredkin, and Marsh - 5989; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modify, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience 

Morris, Manning & Martin - 1658; Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

Moseley Outdoor Advertising - 7674; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Mundt & Associates - 760; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

New Jersey Veterans Memorial Home - 2548; Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Northfork Ranch - 2530; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Northwest BuildNet, Internet Marketing - 16852; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 


NovelTech Inc. - 4764; Bison - Distribution (Live), 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Citizen's Plan 

Pain Relief Center - 9543; Bison - Population, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Patino-Treat and Rosen, Attorneys at Law - 9144; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison Alternative, Brucellosis - 
Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management 

Peter H. Dierlich Associates - 3282; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Planetary Productions, Ltd. - 3916; Citizen's Plan, 

Purdy Ranches - 10100; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 
- in Other Wild Ungulates, Cattle - Vaccination 
- require vaccination with RBS1, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Quality Transportation Services - 3016; Bison - 
Hunting, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts) 

Rachel Rosenthal Company - 4650; Bison 
Alternative 

Rancho San Benito - 5791; Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Raven Trails - 1303; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Population, 
Bison - Population - set an upper and lower 
population level, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Ecology, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Richard Raymond Associates - 14688; Alternative 
Plan B, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
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Status and Distribution, Bison - Humane 
Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS51, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable 

River Bend Ranch - 4868; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range 

Rolyboh International, Inc. - 2768; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison Ecology, Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Russell Lamb Photography - 4495; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Santee Cooper - 15870d; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bruceilosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Project Costs, Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts) 

Saturday Night and Sunday Morning, Ltd. - 6406; 
Bison Alternative 

Selah Bamberger Ranch - 4037; Citizen's Plan, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Socioeconomics - Social Values 


Silver Cloud Farm - 8110; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
- Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison Ecology, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

Smith and Doherty, PLLC - 15368; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Citizen's Plan, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Snavely Forest Products - 16797; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Citizen's 
Plan 

Snider Hardwoods - 5120; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Spiriti Heart Productions - 15305; Cattle - Change 
Cattle Operations (Public and Private), Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range 

Star B Ranch - See National Bison Association - 
15187a 

Star Watcher Productions - 6708; Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Stone Orchards - 9392; Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Visitor Use - 
Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Taylor, John A., Attorney at Law - 11486; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species, Wildlife - Threatened and 
Endangered Species - protection 

TMR Inc. - 17853; Bison - Distribution (Live) 

Trout Creek Ranch - 1236; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range 

Upstream Anglers and Outdoor Adventures - 7749; 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
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Social Values, Wildlife - Threatened and 
Endangered Species - protection 

Van Hyning & Assoc., Inc. - 7484; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS51, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Wade Gallery - 9858; Bison - Distribution (Live), 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range 

Wild Birds Unlimited - 12059; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range 

William P. Cook & Associates, PLLC - 1081; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 


Wisdom House - 1033; Cattle - Vaccination - require 


vaccination with RBS1, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 


WPKR & WPCK Radio - 887; Bison - Effects on 


Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 


Yeates, J. William, Attorney at Law - 9702; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Citizen's Plan. Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 


Yellowstone Arctic - Yamaha - 14501; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population - 
set an upper and lower population level, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, Visitor 
Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience, 
Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 


Yellowstone Tour and Travel - See Moore & 


McFadden, Chartered - 14978 
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Alabama Audubon Council - See Audubon Society, 
Alabama Council - 9740 

Alabama Cattlemen's Association - 9729; Bison - 
Population, Bison - Spectal Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstene Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Alabama Cooperative Extension System - 14431, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception 

Alabama Environmental Council - See Audubon 
Society, Alabama Council - 9740 

Alabama Farmers Federation - 9948, 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

Alabama Ornithological Society - See Audubon 
Society, Alabama Council - 9740 

Alabama Veterinary Medical Association - 14607; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

Alliance for the Wild Rockies - 8616; Alternative 
Plan B, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS| 

American Association of Wildlife Veterinarians - 
5638; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination 
with RBS1, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates 

American Council of Snowmobile Associations - See 
Business Section under Moore & McFadden - 
14978 

American Farm Bureau Federation - 13356; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Population, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 


Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species, Wildlife - 


Threatened and Endangered Species - protection 


American Lands Alliance - 3037, 5373, Alternative 
Plan B, Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modify, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

American Legion, Miami Beach No.85 - 2690; Bison 
- Distribution (Live), Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

American Reform Party - CA - 4354; Alternative 
Plan B, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socloeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators 

American Veterinary Medical Association - 8846; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Population - 
set an upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Brucellosis Class-Free Status 

Animal Advocates of Lake County - 8750; 
Alternatives/Issues - New 

Animal Assistance League of Orange County - 
10717; Bison Alternative 

Animal Protection Institute - 11124, 1S186a; Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socroeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
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Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Animal Rights Alliance - See Schubert & Associates 
- 10110 

Anti-Vivisection Society of America - 4182; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Citizen's Plan 

Appalachian Voices - See Preserve Appalachian 
Wilderness - 15372 

Apple Country Snowmobile Club - 9255; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use 
and Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Arlington Conservation Council - 7052; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Association of Veterinarians for Animal Rights - 
2653; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Audubon Society, Alabama Council - 9740; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience 

Audubon Society, Bexar - 7059; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Audubon Society, Boulder County - 1476; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 


range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Audubon Society, Conococheague - 4105; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Audubon Society, Evergreen Naturalists - 15572; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Citizen's 
Plan, Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered 
Species 

Audubon Society, Last Chance - 8879; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Audubon Society, Montana Chapter - 14568; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Change Cattle Operations (Public and 
Private), Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Audubon Society, Prairie Wood - 8200; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS], 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Audubon Society, Travis - 15082; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Citizen's 
Plan 

Banff Environmental Action and Res. (BEAR) Soc. - 
2397a; Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered 
Species 

Bear Creek Council - 8871; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority ) 

Berlin United Methodist Church - 1625; Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 
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Big Horn Livestock Association - 14841; Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Billings Rod and Gun Club - 14867; Bison - Hunting, 
Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Blue Ribbon Coalition, Inc. - 7262, 14884 (See also 
Business Section under Moore & McFadden - 
14978); Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), Vegetation 
- Vegetative Communities, Visitor Use - Winter 
Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Bridging the Gap - 2116; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Brushy Bottom Bison Basin - 13005; Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

Buffalo Field Archery Club - 15095; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Buffalo Gap Land Rescue - 14911; Alternative Plan 
B, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

Buffalo Nations - 14900, 15187; Alternative Plan B, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 


public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Butte Busters Snowmobile Club, Inc. - 9488; Visitor 
Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

Cabinet Resource Group - 14600; Alternatives/Issues 
- New, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS], 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

California Farm Bureau Federation - 15806; Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

California Federation for Animal Legislation - 336, 
4590; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Chipeta Elementary - 5192; Citizen's Plan, Visitor 
Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience, 
Wildlife - Threatened and Endangered Species - 
protection 

Civitas - 14226; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Clemson University, Department of Livestock 
Poultry Health Programs - 14336; Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 
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Cold Mountain, Cold Rivers - 15366; Alternative 
Plan B, Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Bison - Population - set an upper and lower 
population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Wildlife - Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates, 
Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered Species, 
Wildlife - Threatened and Endangered Species - 
protection 

Colorado Grizzly Project - 2555; Bison - Distribution 
(Carcasses), Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates 

Colorado State University, Natural Resource Ecology 
Laboratory - 9308; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Testing 

Colorado Wildlife Alliance - 6045; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Caiile - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Colorado Wildlife Federation - 9288; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Committee for Children - 420; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 


and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Committee for Responsible Growth - 6057; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen’s Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Committee to Abolish the Fur Trade - See Schubert 
& Associates - 10110 

Concerned People for Animals, Inc. - 1080; Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

Conservation Council for Hawaii - 5015, 15886; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority); Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Converse County School District #2 - 17684; Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Cornelia Connelly School - 4216; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

Deerlodge Forest Defense Fund - 13055; Alternative 
Plan B, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modify, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable 

Defenders of Wildlife - 14980; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 


xl 


COMMENTS 


Free Status, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 

Doris Day Animal League - 14383; Bison - Hunting, 
Bison Alternative, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Earth Island Institute - 15214a, 15799 (See also 
Schubert & Associates - 10110, 14714); Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
- Hunting, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Alternative, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Socioeconomics 
- Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

EarthWalk Spiritual Ministry - 16643; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception 

East Ascension Sportsmans League Inc. - 14737; 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modify, Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Ecology Center - 15150, 15254, 15671; Alternative 
Plan B, Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
- Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 


Status, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Wildlife - 
Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 

EcoSys Alert - 1287; Bison - Distribution (Live), 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Edmonds Institute - 15517; Alternative Plan B, Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Vaccination, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Eilat Loves Animals - 192; Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

Environmental Council of Rhode Island - 16339; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bruce!losis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan 

Environmental Protection Information Center - 
14337; Alternative Plan B, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bisen - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable 

Ethics Outreach - 8664; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Vaccipation, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public per, -ption, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Farm Sanctuary - See Schubert & Associates - 10110 

First Congregational Church - 1298; Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison 
- Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modify, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range 

Flathead Wildlife - 10816; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
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vaccination with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 


Florida Biodiversity Project - 9382; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Property Damage, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Ranching, Bison 
- Vaccination, Bison Alternative, Brucellosis - 
in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Cattle - Change ©a‘t!c Operations 
(Public and Private), Lega! aad Poliy Mandates 
(management authority), So. ioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts ( ncivdes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - ( usi io livestock 
operators, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 


Florida Wildlife Organization - 14915; Bison - 


Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overa'’ Visitor Use and Experience 


Friends of Animals and Their Environment and Faith 


- 15270; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison 
- Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 


Friends of Native Americans - 13545: Bison - Effects 


on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Citizen's Plan 


Friends of the Bitterroot - 8639; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modify, Bison - Vaccination, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 


Friends of the West - 191; Bison - Population - set an 


upper and lower population level, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 


Friends of the Wild Swan - 15257; Alternative Plan 


B, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison 
- Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modiiy, Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB5S1, Socioeconomics 
- Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 


Forest Lake Minnesota Snowmobile Club - 10305; 
Visitor Use - Winter Recreation 

Frente Zapatista - 14896; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

Friends of Animals - 419, 5937; Bison - 


Project costs are reasonable 
Fund for Animals - 15123, 15124, 15197a (See also 
Schubert & Associates 10110, 14714; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
- Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Vaccination, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 


Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
- Hunting, Bison - Popuiation - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Alternative, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Testing, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS], 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
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authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Gallatin Wildlife Association - 14935, 15233; Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority ), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Sorial 
Values, Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Georgia Farm Bureau Federation - 14398; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd 

Girl Scout Troop 395 - 6831; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience 

Glasgow Area Chamber of Commerce and 
Agriculture - 2029; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - Testing, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Wildlife 
- Threatened & Endangered Species 

Grassland Heritage Foundation - 9158; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Bison - Property Damage, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Grassroot for Multiple Use - 14285; Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor 
Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Great Plains Restoration Council - 5515; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 


Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 


Greater Yellowstone Coalition - 14870, 14941, 


15126, 15139, 15239, 15420, 15792 (See also 
Wyoming Stock Growers Assoc. - 15785); 
Alternative - Adjustments to Interim Plan, 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Distribution 
(Carcasses), Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Bison - Special 
Management Areas - proposed boundaries, 
Bison - Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis 
- in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities, Visitor Use - Overall 
Visitor Use and Experience, Visitor Use - 
Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species 


Harmony Middle School - 6th grade - 17683; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Brucellosis - Testing, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception 


Heartwood - See Preserve Appalachian Wilderness - 


15372 


Honor the Earth - 4490; Alternatives/Issues - New, 


Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cultural Resources - 
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Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Humane Education Network - 473, 11441; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Alternative, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB5S1, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Humane Legislative Network - 6535; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

Humane Society, Golden State - 5948; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

Humane Society, Marion County - 9678; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Alternative, sucioeconomics - Social 
Values, Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Humane Society, Peoria - 5393; Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

Humane Society, Seneca County - 9062; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Humane Society, Tampa Bay - 6881; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Socioeconomics 
- Project costs are reasonable 

Humane Society of the United States - 10575, 15129; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison 
- Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 


Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Alternative, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming, Wildlife - Threatened —: Endangered 
Species 


Idaho Cattle Association - 11160; Alternatives/Issues 


- New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Special Management Areas, Bison 
- Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities 


Idaho Farm Bureau Federation - 11433; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Humane 
Treatment, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Vegetation - Vegetative Communities 


Idaho Mythweaver - 14439; Alternatives/Issues - 


New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Property Damage, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - 
in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered 
Species 


Idaho State Snowmobile Association - 10491; Bison - 


Hunting, Bison - Population, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 
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Idaho Watersheds Project - 15317; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Property Damage, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Idaho Wildlife Federation of Boise - 14871; 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

In Defense of Animals - 15193a; Alternative Plan B, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations 

Indiana Wildlife Federation - 5576; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modify, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Indigenous Support Coalition of Oregon - 15318; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB5S1, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Inherit the Earth - 1923; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

International Defenders of Animals, Inc. - 6283; 
Bison - Hunting, Bison Alternative, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Visitor Use - Winter Recreation 

International Lutheran Women's Missionary League - 
1113; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Hunting, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 


lowa Wildlife Federation, Inc. - 12035; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

Izaak Walton League - 15263, 15304; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Property Damage, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB5S1, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance - 15124, 15140, 
15329 (See also Wyoming Stock Growers 
Assoc. - 15785); Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Population 
- set an upper and lower population level, Bison 
- Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions 
/ Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species 

Jerabek Elementary School-Sth Grade - 17872; Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Citizen's Plan, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Kaniksu Bioregional Council - 5168; Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison 
- Population, Bison - Property Damage, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Kettle Range Conservation Group - 9328, 10524; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
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Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 

Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 

- modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison 

- Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in 

Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 

Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 

Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 

Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 

Legal and Policy Mandates (management 

authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 

Impacts (includes financial impacts), 

Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Last Chance for Animals - See Schubert & 
Associates - 10110 

League in Support of Animals - 1780; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

League of Kentucky Sportsmen, Inc. - 9153; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

Lemon Bay High School - 11089; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Little Wound School-3rd Grade - 17682; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Citizen's 
Plan 

Livestock Conservation Institute - 9686; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Wildlife 
- Threatened & Endangered Species 

Louisiana Farm Bureau Federation, Inc. - 14293; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Cattle - Brucellosis 
Class-Free Status, Socioeconomics - Cost to 
livestock operators 

Manitoba Animal Alliance - 150; Bison - 

Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 

Hunting, Bison - Population - set an upper and 

lower population level, Bison - Public Grazing 


Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Marshall Elementary School-4th Grade - 17681; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception 

Maryland Coalition for Animal Rights - 11529; Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

Meagher County Sportman Association - 15674; 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Mennen Environmental Foundation - 6846; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS51, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Michigan United Conservation Clubs - 8843; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Minnesota Conservation Federation - 10495; Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Mississippi Wildlife Federation - 10645; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Montana Coalition for Appropriate Mgmt. of State 
Land - 994; Bison - Hunting 

Montana Ecosystems Defense Council - 2820, 9592, 
15165; Alternative Plan B, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, Cattle 
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- Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Montana Farm Bureau Federation - 14816, 14834, 
14836, 15147, 15242; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonabie, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities 

Montana Snowmobile Association - See Business 
Section under Moore & McFadden, Chartered - 
14978 

Montana State University, Extension Range 
Management - 2919; Bison - Population, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visitor 
Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience, 
Visual Resources - Landscapes and Viewsheds 

Montana Stockgrowers Association - 14832, 14833, 
14847, 14853, 14878, 14939, 15160, 15241, 
15246, 15349, 15768; Alternative Plan B, 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Population - set an upper and lower 
population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Bison Alternative, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visual 


Resources - Landscapes and Viewsheds, 
Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered Species 

Montana Stockgrowers Cattle Health Comm. - 
15747; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas 
- proposed boundaries, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Montana Wilderness Association - 15257; Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Citizen's Plan, Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable 

Montana Wildlife Federation - 15234, 15250; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Mt. Shasta Sno-Mobilers, Inc. - 9124, 11058; Bison - 
Population, Socioeconomics - Nonmarket 
Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

National Bison Association - 9097, 15187a; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Bison - Ranching, Bison - Special Management 
Areas, Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Wildlife - Predators 
and Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - 
Threatened and Endangered Species - protection 

National Cattle and Feed Association - 15130; Bison 
- Vaccination, Socioeconomics - Social Values 

National Cattlemen's Beef Association - 11138; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Special Management Areas, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception 

National Parks & Conservation Association - 14913, 
15196a, 15367; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
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Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Population 
- set an upper and lower population level, Bison 
- Property Damage, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming, Wildlife - 
Threatened and Endangered Species - protection 


National Rifle Association - 2838; Bison - Hunting, 


Bison - Population, Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Wildlife - 
Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates 


National Rifle Association Coalition - 15211a; Bison 


- Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Socioeconomics - Social Values 


National Wildlife Federation - 14819, 14827, 14846, 


14874, 14890, 14923, 15083, 15131, 15142, 
15188a, 15245, 15262; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, 
Bison - Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Population 
- set an upper and lower population level, Bison 
- Property Damage, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Ranching, Bison - Special 
Management Areas - proposed boundaries, 
Bison - Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis 
- in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Testing, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Land 


Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming, Wildlife - Predators 
and Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 


Native Forest Network - 4102; Alternative Plan B, 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (inanagement authority) 


Natural Resources Defense Council - 15803; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 


New Jersey Animal Rights Alliance - 11137 (See 


also Schubert & Associates - 10110); Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 


New Jersey Environmental Lobby - 1739; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 


North American Bison Society - 1754; Citizen's Plan, 


Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Recreation 


North American Independent Indigenous Community 


- 13131; Brucellosis - in Other Wild Unguiates, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 
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North Central Ohio Nature Preservation League - 
281, 619, 3288; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

North Coast Environmental Center - 15326; 
Alternative Plan B 

North Fork Preservation Association - 8383; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modify, Bison Ecology, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Northern Rockies Preservation Project - 5064; 
Alternative Plan B, Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis -Risk Management, Cattle - Change 
Cattle Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Northwest Indiana Association of Wholistic Healers - 
3535; Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify 

Ohio Environmental Council - 446, 2697; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Visitor Use - Winter Recreation 

Orange County People for Animals - 3836; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

Oregon Cattlemen's Association - 15669; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Brucellosis Class-Free Status 

Oregon Dairy Farmers Association - 15850; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception 

Oregon Natural Resources Council - 2775; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 


winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Park County Ranchers Marketing Assoc. - 15183; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

People for the USA - 10316, 13483; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

Portneuf Environmental Council - 13111; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Predator Education Fund - 14894; Alternative Plan B, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

Predator Project - 15332; Alternative Plan B, 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Vacciniiion, Bison Alternative, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Wildlife - Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates, 
Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered Species 

Preserve Appalachian Wilderness - 9058, 15372; 
Alternative Plan B, Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison 
- Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
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(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visitor 
Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience, 
Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming, Wildlife - Predators 
and Scavengers/Ungulates 

Republicans for Environmental Protection - 14892; 
Alternative Plan B, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable 

Respect for Life Society - 188; Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception 

Rock Springs 4-H Center - 9656; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Brucellosis - 
Testing, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Rocky Mountain Animal Defenders - See Schubert & 
Associates - 10110 

Rocky Mountain Animal Defense - 14700, 14920, 
14921; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
- Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Property Damage, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB5S1, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, 


Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming, Visual 
Resources - Landscapes and Viewsheds 

S.K.U.N.K.S - 16751; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Sacred Earth Network - 9359; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures 

Safari Club International - 8810; Bison - Hunting, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities 

Sarasota In Defense of Animals - 11060; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Save Our Earth - 6963; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan 

Schubert & Assoc. - 10110, 14714; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
- Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Bison Alternative, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - Testing, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Visitor Use - Overall 
Visitor Use and Experience, Visitor Use - 
Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
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Grooming, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species 

Seeley Lake Driftriders - 8638;Bison - Population - 
set an upper and lower population level, Visitor 
Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

SFiEN (Southeast Idaho Environmental Network) - 
1211; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Hunting, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Seventh Generation Fund - 15565; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB5S1, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Sierra Club - 10603, 15804; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Sierra Club, Berks Group - 297; Bison - Population - 
set an upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Sierra Club, Big River Group - 8850; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1 

Sierra Club, Bitterroot Mission Group - 13447; Bison 
- Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
- Population, Bison - Property Damage, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, "ison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - Transmissi a and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience, Wildlife - 
Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species, Wildlife - 
Threatened and Endangered Species - protection 


Sierra Club, Black Hills Group - 15199; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Population, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Ranching, Bison - Vaccination, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Sierra Club, Central Florida Group - 3659; Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Property Damage, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Sierra Club, Columbia Group, Oregon Chapter - 
11424; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Bison - Humane 
Treatment, Bison - Population, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Cattle 
- Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Sierra Club, Delta Group of San Francisco - 11018; 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
- Property Damage, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Sierra Club, East Idaho Group - 14877; Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Property Damage, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered Species 

Sierra Club, Montana Chapter - 15172, (See also 
Sierra Club, Yellowstone Ecosystem Task 
Force - 15890); Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Property Damage, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS}, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Sierra Club, Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming Chapters 
- 14956; Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Property Damage, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
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require vaccination with RBS1, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 


Sierra Club, Mount Evans Group - 10156; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Property Damage, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 


Sierra Club, Northern Rockies - See Sierra Club, 


Yellowstone Ecosystem Task Force - 15890 


Sierra Club, North Star Chapter - 15843; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 


Sierra Club, Placer Group - 9825; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 


Sierra Clu’, Rocky Mountain Chapter - 15726; Bison 


- Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Legal and Poi.cy Mandates (management 
authority) 


Sierra Club, Santa Lucia Chapter - 5432; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 


Sierra Club, Texas Lone Star Chapter - 15094; Bison 


- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 


Sierra Club, Upper Columbia River - 13036; 


Alternative Plan B 


Sierra Club, Wyoming Chapter - 15130, (See also 


Sierra Club, Yellowstone Ecosystem Task 
Force - 15890); Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
- Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Property Damage, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 


Sierra Club, Yellowstone Ecosystem Task Force - 


15890; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming, Wildlife - Threatened 
& Endangered Species 


Sinapu - 14540, 14928; Alternatives/Issues - New, 


Bison - Capture/Test/S!aughter Operations, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Social 
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Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming, Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered 
Species, Wildlife - Threatened and Endangered 
Species - protection 

Skyline Sportsmen's Association, Inc. - 639; Bison - 
Population, Bison - Vaccination, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities 

Society for Range Management - 15723; Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison Ecology, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities South 
Carolina Wildlife Federation - 9668; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 
- in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Pian, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

South Carolina Wildlife Federation - 9668; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 
- in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Southeast Montana Sportsman Association - 14855, 
14861; Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Cattle - Brucellosis 
Class-Free Status, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities 

Southeastern Livestock Association - 14848; Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

SPCA, Animal Care and Welfare - 256; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

SPCA, League for Animal Protection, Inc. - 2549; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 


perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS| 

SPEAK - 10071; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Hunting, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

St. Labre - 13330; Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values 

St. Labre Volunteers - 11096; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Station Middle School - 5187; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Stuyvesant High School, American Habitat Club - 
8592; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Sun City Friends of Animals, Inc. - 7846, 8715a; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Citizen's Plan 

Teen Animal Protectors - 16576; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association - 
14338; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Population, Bison - Special 
Management Areas 

Texas Animals - 15074; Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Vaccination, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Recreation 

Texas Committee on Natural Resources - 15081; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
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Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

Texas Establishment for Animal Rights - See 
Schubert & Associates - 10110 

Trimbelle Rod and Gun Club - 10109; Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Trout Unlimited, Rio Grande Chapter - 9369; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Wildlife - 
Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 

Turner Foundation Inc - 11514; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 

Union Furnace Elementary School-3rd Grade - 
17685; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations 

United States Animal Health Association - 9364; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Bison - Special 
Management Areas - proposed boundaries, 
Bison - Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis 
- in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Testing, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 


Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species 

University of California, Cooperative Extension - 
9122; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception 

Utah Farm Bureau Federation - 15780; Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Wildlife - Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates 

Utah Snowmobile Association - 9050; Bison - 
Population, Socioeconomics - Nonmarket 
Values, Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming, 
Visual Resources - Landscapes and Viewsheds 

Utah Wildlife Federation - 9301; Alternatives/Issues 
- New, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS51, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Valley Middle School - 5191; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughier Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority ) 

Valley Snodrifters - 14277; Bison - Population - set 
an upper and lower population level, Visitor 
Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

Virginia Tenth District Environmental Council - 
11398; Alternative Plan B, Citizen's Pian, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Virginia Wildlife Federation - 1946; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority ), 
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Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience 

Voice for Wildlife - 11490; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, 
Brucellosis -Risk Management 

Washington Cattlemen's Association - 14312; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 

Washington Elementary School - 6th grade - 17680; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Siaughter Operations, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Washington State Snowmobile Association - 13452; 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visitor 
Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

Washington Wildlife Federation - 4538, 16709; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modify, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce - See 
Business Section under Moore & McFadden, 
Chartered - 14978 

Western Wildlife Health Cooperative - 4433; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Wild Rockies InfoNet - 15545; Alternative Plan B, 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 


Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Visual Resources - Landscapes and 
Viewsheds, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species 

Wilderness Society - 14909, 14979, 15209a; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone 
Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions 
/ Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Wildlands Center for Preventing Roads - 15354; 
Alternative Plan B, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Vacc:nation - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Cuiiural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Socioeconomics 
- Project costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use 
and Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Wildlife Damage Review - 7555; Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Wildlife Management Institute - 5455; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone 
Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - Public 
Grazing Allotments, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
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Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visitor 
Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience 


Wildlife Rehabilitation & Refuge Center - 374; Bison 


- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Population 
- set an upper and lower population level, Bison 
- Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 


Wildlife Society - 14309; Bison - Distribution (Live), 


Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 


World Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 


Animals - See Schubert & Associates - 10110 


Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation - 14642, 14889; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Ranching, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Socioeconomics - Cost to 
livestock operators, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species 


Wyoming Outdoor Councii - See Wyoming Stock 


Growers Assoc. - 15785) 


Wyoming Stock Growers Assoc. - 14826, 14854, 


15122, 15128, 15215, 15785; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Bison - Special Management Areas, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 


Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visitor 
Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience, 
Wildlife - Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates 


Wyoming Wildlife Federation - 14397, 14825, 


14875, 14918, 15127 (See also Wyoming Stock 
Growers Assoc. - 15785); Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Population 
- set an upper and lower population level, Bison 
- Property Damage, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
50cioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 


Yell County Wildlife Federation - 2521, 7319; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Humane 
Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 
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Public Agency Comment Letters 


Federal Agencies 

Environmental Protection Agency - 14356; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Definition of 
Low Risk, Bison - Special Management Areas - 
authority to manage, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Minority and 
Low-Income Populations 


Federal Elected Officials 

United States Senate, South Dakota - 17861; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 


State Agencies 

Alabama Department of Agriculture & Industries - 
9839; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, 

Arizona Department of Agriculture - 12033; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Socioeconomics - Cost to 
livestock operators 

California Dept of Food and Agriculture - 9243; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values 

Georgia Department of Agriculture - 9000, 9229, 
11108; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Testing, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 


perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Illinois Department of Agriculture - 9446; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Indiana State Board of Animal Health - 9361; Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - Brucellosis 
Class-Free Status, 

Kansas Animal Health Department-Livestock 
Commission - 8455; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Special Management Areas, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Louisiana Department of Agriculture & Forestry - 
9020; Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Michigan Department of Agriculture - 10509; 
Alternative Plan B, Bison Alternative, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Minnesota Board Of Animal Health - 8993; Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

Nevada Department of Business and Industry, 
Division of Agriculture - 7526; Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 

North Carolina Department of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services - 8791; Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

North Dakota Department of Agriculture, Board of 
Animal Health - 8440; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Siatus and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, 

Oregon Department of Agriculture - 14362; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 
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South Dakota Animal Industry Board - 9102; 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception 

Texas Animal Health Commission - 9317; Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, 

Utah Department of Agriculture and Food - 14887, 
15781; Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

Vermont Department of Agriculture, Food & Markets 
- 7485; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone 
Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status 

Washington Department of Agriculture - 10399; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis 
Class-Free Status, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade & 
Consumer Protection - 11531; Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, 

Wyoming Division Of Cultural Resources - 8778; 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures 

Wyoming Game and Fish Department - 9268; Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, 

Wyoming Livestock Board - 14820; Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Special Management Areas, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities 


State Elected Officials 

Idaho State Governor - 11121; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison Ecology, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, 
Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 

Montana House of Representatives - 8872, 14851, 
14857, 15668; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison 
- Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities 

Montana State Senate - 940, 14843, 15316; 
Alternative - Adjustments to Interim Plan, 
Alternative Plan B, Alternatives/Issues - 
Eliminated From Further Consideration, 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper 
and lower population level, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison 
- Special Management Areas, Bison - 
Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates 
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(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities, Visitor Use - Winter 
Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming, Visual Resources - Landscapes and 
Viewsheds, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates 


Wyoming State Governor - 14448; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 


County and Local Governments and Agencies 
California, County Of Sacramento - 10336; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 


Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 


Status and Distribution, Bison - Population, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements 
or winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use 
and Experience 


Cody Conservation District Board - 14829; Bison - 


Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visual 
Resources - Landscapes and Viewsheds 


Town of West Yellowstone, Montana- See Business 


Section under Moore & McFadden, Chartered - 
14978 
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Tribal Government and Tribal Organization Comment Letters 


American Indian Movement - 15261, 15297; Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures 


Assiniboine Tribe - 14844, 14850, 17708, 17723, 


17724, 17725, 17726, 17727, 17728, 17729, 
17730, 17731; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience, Visitor Use 
- Winter Road Grooming, Wildlife - Predators 
and Scavengers/Ungulates 


Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe - 15079, 15133a, 17720, 


17751, 17752, 17753, 17754, 17755, 17756, 
17758, 17759; Alternative - Adjustments to 
Interim Plan, Alternatives/Issues - Eliminated 
From Further Consideration, Alternatives/Issues 
- New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, 
Bison - Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 


(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience, Visitor Use 
- Winter Recreation 


/ 


Chippewa Cree Indians - 14837; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 


Colville Confederated Tribes - 6990; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 


Commanche Caddo - 15112; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Humane 
Treatment, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Socioeconomics - Cost to 
livestock operators 


Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the 


Flathead Nation - 9371, 17715, 17735, 17736, 
17737, 17738, 17739; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Citizen's Plan, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
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Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 


Confederated Tribes of the Yakima Indian Nation - 


11029; Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Special Management 
Areas, Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination 
with RB51, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 


Crow Tribe - 17711, 17716; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 


Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe - 194; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population - set 
an upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Testing, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 


Fort Belknap Community Council - 15745; 


Alternatives/Issues - New 


Fort Belknap Tribal Council - 17734; Socioeconomics 


Gros 


- Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Minority and Low- 
Income Populations 

Ventre Tribe - 17732, 17733; Alternatives/Issues 
- New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 


Ho-Chunk Nation - 17717; Bison - Quarantine 


Operations, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values 


Indian Counseling Center - 9757; Bison - Distribution 


(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination 
- require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 


Indian Summer Festivals Inc. - 9877; Bison - 


Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 


InterTribal Bison Cooperative - 14484, 14838, 


15189a, 15240, 15271, 15290, 17712, 17714; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Distribution 
(Carcasses), Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Property Damage, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Special Management Areas - proposed 
boundaries, Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - 
Testing, Brucellosis -Risk Management, Cattle - 
Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic R . ..ces/ 
Historic Structures, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), Visitor Use - 
Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 


Lower Brule Community College - 11453, 12050; 


Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 


Lower Brule Sioux Tribe - 9107, 9108; Bison - 


Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 


Lower Sioux Indian Community - 15811; Citizen's 


Plan, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures 


Minnesota Chippewa Tribe - 10349; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
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Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values 


Minnesota State, Indian Affairs Council - 10031; 


Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 


Montana Tribal Fish and Wildlife Commission - 


15363; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Citizen's 
Plan, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 


Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee - 1 1409a; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Population, Bison - Population - 
set an upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination 
with RB51, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations, Visitor 
Use - Winter Road Grooming, Visual Resources 
- Landscapes and Viewsheds 


Northern Arapaho Tribe - 17722; Bison - Distribution 


(Live) 


Northern Cheyenne Tribe - 14839, 14852, 15667; 


Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Ranching, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 


Oglala Lakota College - 14408, 15384; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison Ecology, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities 


Oglala Sioux Tribe - 4018, 15258, 17757; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations 


Prairie Band of Potawatomi Nation - 17710; Cultural 


Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values 


Prairie Island Tribal Council - 15812; Bison - 


Distribution (Live), Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination 
- require vaccination with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 


Pueblo of Pojoaque - 5730; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
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Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan 

Rosebud Sioux Tribe - 17721; Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Saginaw Chippewa Tribe - 15090; Cultural Resources 
- Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures 

Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community - 8827; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Citizen's Plan 

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes - 14775, 17740, 17741, 
17742, 17743, 17744, 17745, 17746, 17747, 
17748, 17749, 17750; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Special 
Management Areas - authority to manage, Bison 
Ecology, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS51, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Minority and Low- 
Income Populations, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values 

Sisseton Wahpeton Sioux Tribe - 17713; 
Alternatives/Issues - Eliminated From Further 


Consideration, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Thunder Nation - 15280; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

United Sioux Tribes - 17719; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

United Tribes Technical College - 14455; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Citizen's Plan 

Upper Sioux Community - 14701; Alternative - 
Adjustments to Interim Plan, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures 

Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska - 14563, 17709; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Minority and Low-Income 
Populations, Socioeconomics - Socia! Values 

Yankton Sioux Tribe - 15846, 17718; Alternative - 
Adjustments to Interim Plan, Alternatives/Issues 
- New, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values 
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Abrahams, Loewenstein, Bushman and Kauffman - 
3910; Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Adventurer Tours - 13442; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception 

All Aboard Travel - 7561; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan 

Allen, Jack, Attorney at Law - 11097; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Alpine Environmental, Inc. - 9079; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

Andersons Arsenal - 2563; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Architectural Illustration - 14368; Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use 
and Experience 

Artistic Features Art Studio - 6152; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify 

Aspen Trading Post - 11902; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan 

Audio Press - 14438; Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 

Ayers Northwest - 9056; Visitor Use - Winter 
Recreation 

Ayurvedic Rehabilitation Center - 753; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 


Backyard Designs - 1434; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Baker Animal Hospital - 8926; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination 
- require vaccination with RB51, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Baldwin Realty - 705; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range 

Blaise Hayward Studio - 9413; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Alternative 

Blue Water Publishing, Inc - 10530; Alternative Plan 
B, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

Boesche, McDermott & Eskridge - 6201; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Citizen's Plan, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Boocks Farm - 16778; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

Bracer Consulting - 13417; Alternatives/Issues - New 

Bruce Jackson Photography - 3795; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

C. W. Roders Enterprises - 3022; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Calvary Cemetery - 8066; Citizen's Plan 
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Cambata Aviation Inc. - 6015; Citizen's Plan 

Cefali & Cefali Attorneys at Law - 1690; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

City Living Realtors - 7858; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal anc Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

Coffee Shaman - 794; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Hunting, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Compassionate Creations - 498; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Coyote Creek Photography - 1786; Citizen's Plan, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Crabtree Ridge Farm - 16577; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

D. Lindsay Pettus Real Estate - 7034; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (inanagement 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Daniel C. Hughes, Jr., Investment Properties - 10240; 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

David L. Bourgoin Law Offices - 4104; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Minority and Low- 
Income Populations 

David Spagat, Ltd. - 8011; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan 

Dawson Medical Group - 4408; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 


Diamond K Outfitters, Inc. - 10722; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Socioeconomics - Project costs 
are reasonable 

Direct Response - 3822; Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Don Devine's Studio - 7731; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Alternative 

Double Spear Ranch - 9063; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination 
- require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

EB3 Ranch - 1722; Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison 
- Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Ecological Consulting Services - 13073; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify 

Family Medicine - 7755; Bison - Distribution (Live), 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS], 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates 

FaunaWest Wildlife Consultants - 10656; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates 

First Alabama Bank of Birmingham - 262; Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 


Businesses 


Georgia Surgical Associates, P.C. - 6623; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Geyser Gazette - 14367; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates . 

Goldstar Jewellery Pvt. Ltd. - 4536; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Socioeconomics - Social Values 

H. F. Magnuson Company - 458; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Hagenbarth Livestock - 10638; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Population, 
Bison - Special Management Areas, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities 

Hakansson, Carl G., Attorney at Law - 1905; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Haney Truck Line, Inc. - 9030, 9031; Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Heartland Realty Investors, Inc. - 8320; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 


Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Herbst Lazy TY Cattle Co. - 17856; Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators 

Hogue's Ravenoak - 10715; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Holmhaven - 2788; Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan 

Indigo Girls - 14205; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison 
Ecology, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
percepiion, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Wildlife - Threatened and Endangered Species - 
protection 

Jack Atcheson and Sons, Inc. - 3627; Bison - Hunting, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Jessie M. Harris, Flower and Nature Photography - 
7373; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughier 
Operations, Bison - Hunting, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan 

Keenan Ranch - 9111; Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Property Damage, Bison - Special Management 
Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable 

Kelly, Hart & Hallman - 8158; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Alternative, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Socioeconomics - 


COMMENTS 


Cost to livestock operators, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

King Ranch - 8829; Brucellosis - in Yellowstone 
Bison Herd, Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Kokopelli Books - 3339; Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

LaCrosse Associates - 13033a; Alternative Plan B, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable 

Lake Area Hamilton Stores - 6332; Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range 

Lance W. Holter, Real Estate & Construction - 9439; 
Citizen's Plan 

Leonard, Street and Deinard - 9801; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Change Cattle Operations (Public and 
Private), Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

Lichtenfeld, Mark, Attorney at Law - 751; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Light Touch Chiropractic - 5682; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range 

Lockwood Properties Trust - 9649; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Lone Wolf Services - 15728; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis - 


Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan 

Lortz Manufacturing Company - 2861; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Mariposa Mobile Veterinary Service - 15729; 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Meagher County News - 15377; Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities 

Metrics Unlimited Inc. - 3087; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Microban Products Company - 7014; Bison - | 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- ) 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, | 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, | 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Mills, Sherman, Gilliam, & Goodwin, P.S.C. - 6931; 

Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Montana International Incorporated - 15252; Bison - 

Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

Montana Livestock Ag Credit, Inc. - 2740; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Population, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Visual Resources - 
Landscapes and Viewsheds, Wildlife - Predators 
and Scavengers/Ungulates 


Businesses 


Moore & McFadden, Chartered - 14978; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Visitor Use - Winter 
Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Morgan, Franich, Fredkin, and Marsh - 5989; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

Morris, Manning & Martin - 1658; Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

Moseley Outdoor Advertising - 7674; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Mundt & Associates - 760; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

New Jersey Veterans Memorial Home - 2548; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Northfork Ranch - 2530; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Northwest BuildNet, Internet Marketing - 16852; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

NovelTech Inc. - 4764; Bison - Distribution (Live), 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Citizen's Plan 

Pain Relief Center - 9543; Bison - Population, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Patino-Treat and Rosen, Attorneys at Law - 9144; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 


Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 


lower population level, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison Alternative, Brucellosis - 
Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management 
Peter H. Dierlich Associates - 3282; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 


Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Planetary Productions, Ltd. - 3916; Citizen's Plan, 

Purdy Ranches - 10100; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis - 
in Other Wild Ungulates, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Quality Transportation Services - 3016; Bison - 
Hunting, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts) 

Rachel Rosenthal Company - 4650; Bison Alternative 

Rancho San Benito - 5791; Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Raven Trails - 1303; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Population, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Richard Raymond Associates - 14688; Alternative 
Plan B, Bison - Capture/Test Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Bison - Humane 
{reatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS}, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable 

River Bend Ranch - 4868; Bison - Distribution (Live), 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Rolyboh International, Inc. - 2768; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison Ecology, Citizen's Plan, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 


COMMENTS 


(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

Russell Lamb Photography - 4495; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Santee Cooper - 15870d; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Project Costs, Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts) 

Saturday Night and Sunday Morning, Ltd. - 6406; 
Bison Alternative 

Selah Bamberger Ranch - 4037; Citizen's Plan, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Silver Cloud Farm - 8110; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison Ecology, Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Smith and Doherty, PLLC - 15368; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Citizen's Plan, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Snavely Forest Products - 16797; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Citizen's 
Plan 

Snider Hardwoods - 5120; Bison - Distribution (Live), 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Spiriti Heart Productions - 15305; Cattle - Change 
Cattle Operations (Public and Private), Citizen's 


Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range 

Star B Ranch - See National Bison Association - 
15187a 

Star Watcher Productions - 6708; Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Stone Orchards - 9392; Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Visitor Use - 
Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Taylor, John A., Attorney at Law - 11486; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience, Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered 
Species, Wildlife - Threatened and Endangered 
Species - protection 

TMR Inc. - 17853; Bison - Distribution (Live) 

Trout Creek Ranch - 1236; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination 
- require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Upstream Anglers and Outdoor Adventures - 7749; 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Wildlife - Threatened and 
Endangered Species - protection 

Van Hyning & Assoc., Inc. - 7484; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS51, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Wade Gallery - 9858; Bison - Distribution (Live), 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Wild Birds Unlimited - 12059; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination 
- require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

William P. Cook & Associates, PLLC - 1081; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 


Businesses 


Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Wisdom House - 1033; Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

WPKR & WPCK Radio - 887; Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Yeates, J. William, Attorney at Law - 9702; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 


Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 


Yellowstone Arctic - Yamaha - 14501; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population - 
set an upper and lower population level, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, Visitor 
Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience, 
Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 


Yellowstone Tour and Travel - See Moore & 


McFadden, Chartered - 14978 


Jo 
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September 14, 1998 


Governor Mark Racicot 
c/o Governor's Mansion 
Helena, Montana 59624 


National Park Service 

Bigon Manaagement Plan EIS Team 
PO Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 

ATTN: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 


RE: Citizen's Plan 


Gent lepersons: 


The National Park Services's Environmental Impact Statement, 
recently release, appears to be ill-conceived and a dangerous 
precedent to set. Giving the Montana Board of Livestock absolute 
management authority to slaughter buffalo crossing national park 
boundaries is to put the cat in the canary’s cage. 


We urge the National Park Service to redraft its 
Environmental Impact Statement to include the so-called Citizen's 
Plan for managing buffalo. We urge Govenor Racicot to consider 
this citizen's plan document as a viable alternative. 


Asnasans, Lonwanstem, Busanan & Kavrruan 


Thank you for your anticipated concern. 


WJK/1mf 


CC: Montana Wildlife Federation 
National Wildlife Federation 


Sassauisng 
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Saturday, October 31, 1996 - 19:59:19 pm EST 

a lastname: Lewis 

d firstname: Britt 

c organization: Adventurer Tours 

comments: With regard to the Draft Environmental impact Statement for the Bison 
Management Pian, | offer the following observations that indicate severe 


1. None of the alternatives presented appear to recognize or implement existing 
federal designation of lands north of the Park as far as Yankee Jim Canyon and 
extending for several miles east and west as being within the boundaries of The 
North Yellowstone Big Game Winter Range, established by congress | believe in 
1936. 


2. None of the altematives look at "phasing out” of private grazing allottments in 
the affected areas. This is in direct comflict with the Gallatin Forest Plan and to 
stated objectives of the Chief of the Forest Service to me in private 
correspondence. 


3. None of the allematives recognize the difference between animais that test 
seropositive for brucellosis BUT are not capable of transmitting brucellosis, i.e. 
bulls, older mature females, calves, etc. The altematives condemn all animais to 
death in this category without regard to the danger (if any) that they may pose to 
cattle. 


4. Sterilization for females capable of transmitting brucellosis to cattle is not 
considered, even though this altemative would maintain the highest animal 
populations without contributing to population growth of the herd. 


5. Relocation of migrating animals (that might pose a danger to cattle) back to 
Lamar Valley is not considered in any of the aRematives, even though this method 
has been used successsfully with other animals such as bears and wolves. 


6. The risk of transmission to cattle amniotic fluids of bison afterbirth is 
considered, but not the afterbirth fluids of elk and other animals that are known to 
carry brucellosis. It appears that bison are being discriminated againet vs. elk. is 
this being done for scientific or economic reasons? 


7. None of the altematives allow uninfected or seropositive bison that pose no 
threat to cattle to wander outside of designated areas freely. | do not understand 
why other animals such as elk, bears, wolves, etc. are allowed free range but 
under the altematives presented, no bison are allowed back onto their native 


ranges. 


Thank you for reading these comments and hopefully incorporating them into the 
final 


SLNINWOD 


€l 


pocceces- 


| oppose the DEIS's “Preferred Alternative” which will continue 
the unnecessary killing of buffalo that move to public lands 
outside the park. Instead, | endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Seve Yellowstone Buffalo, 
which maintains a wild, free-roaming buffalo herd and prosects the interests of the 
Iivestock indussry. 


Addinonal comments. 
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Member of National Resources 

Amerwan Rivers Defense Council 

Audubon Society Srerra Club 

Friends of Cahforme Parks Wilderness Society 

Mountain Lion Foundanon Wortd Wildlife Fund 

Natwonai Parks and Zero Aut Pollution (ZAP) 
and Conservateon Assn 

Bison Management Plan EJS Team, 

Park Service, 

Post Office Box 25287, 


Denver. Colarado 20225-9900! 
Att: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 


Re: Comments on DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison 
Management Plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park. 


Dear Sirs: 


Submitted herein are my comments on the subject draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. For background my knowledge of Yellowstone Park goes back over 65 years where 
as a child | lived while my father worked there. My earliest childhood memories are of the 
Park and in particular of the wildlife that lived in the Park. My father. part Indian, named me 
“Walks With Bears" because I often walked among the bears who I feared not and who feared 
me not. But | walked among the deer and elk also who also ignored me but I learned quickly 
to stay away from the moose who were quick to charge anything. 


I did not walk among the buffalo. Though there were buffalo in the Park at that time, | 
never encountered them while J lived there. It was not until several years after my family 
moved vutside the Park iv Cudy that I first saw buffalo io die Park wieeu me wade a rip 
through the Park. I was thrilled to see them. | have never lost the thrill. Growing up in the 
Park gave me a lifelong love for wildlife and | return to Yellowstone frequently and mostly to 
observe the wildlife. 


Even when we moved from Wyoming during World War I], I spent much of my time 
in the California mountains and elsewhere watching wildlife and I continue to do so. But 
Yellowstone offers a unique opportunity because there is no hunting in Yellowstone and 
wildlife is relatively tame. Getting within 50 yards of wildlife outside of Yellowstone is 
unusual and takes much patience and tracking (and ] am a superb tracker), but in Yellowstone 
it is common for wildlife to come close to visitors (or for visitors to get close to the wildlife.) 
Consequently, while in a vehicle I have come as close to buffalo as I ever want to come. I 
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have enjoyed observing and photographing buffalo and even recording their sounds. While J 
have photographed much of the wildlife west of the Rockies in a variety of their activities, 
some of my favorite photographs are of buffalo. 


Therefore, in studying the seven Alternatives, I strongly oppose those elements of 
Alternatives 3, 4. and 7 which propose to allow bunting of buffalo. 1 am strongly opposed to 
hunting in any public park or even on public lands. Hunting makes wildlife gun shy and when 
they are gun shy they are people shy. Hunting virtually eliminates the very purpose of 
Yellowstone Park which is to allow nature and people to merge in a grand experience. 


Secondly, | am opposed to hunting for sport. My father who worked as a big game 
guide for the rich and famous had a saying which was: "Hunting for sport is for the rich. 
Hunting for food is a necessity for the common man." He hated being a big game guide but it 
was the only work available at the time. I do not believe that the National Park Service should 
do anything that encourages hunting for sport. 


Examining the seven Alternatives, | find each flawed and none as the preferred 
alternative. On the other hand | see a great need in Yellowstone for game management. Over 
the years I observed that buffalo population increased until I was concerned that the habitat 
would not support the buffalo population during a severe winter. While in more recent years, 
severe winters are rare, there were cycles during the 1930's and carly 1940's when severe 
witters were common and it would not be surprising if severe winters such as during 1996-97 
were experienced more frequently. 


What happened during the 1996-97 winter was in accord with Mother Namre. The 
habitat in Yellowstone was incapable of sustaining 3,500 buffalo. The buffalo did what comes 
naturally to wildlife — many migrated to lower elevations, as they had done for thousands of 
years umtil the herds were decimated by hunters. 


It matters not whether the buffalo used groomed trails or not. If they did not migrate 
out they would have starved to death. The net result is that by various causes, Mother Nature 
reduced the herd to approximately 2,000 buffalo which is the maximum the Park can sustain in 
a bad winter. 


Thus the Park Service really is faced with only three viable alternatives. First, if the 
buffalo population is to increase beyond 2,000 in population (and really there is no reason to 
have a bigger population), then the Park Service must have winter range available for the 
excess buffalo to migrate to during severe wimers. Faced with the problem of livestock 
industry concerns over brucellosis, that means that the Park Service must either eliminate the 
disease from the herd at great cost, or acquire range that is free of cattle, also expensive. 


The third alternative is to maintain the herd at 2,000 buffalo. That means that the herd 
must be culled out annually. As | have stated hunting is not an acceptable method. A suggested 
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alternative not mentioned in the draft EIS is round up the buffalo as cattlemen do and sell the 
excess off to the highest bidder who move the excess animals out of the park. However, the 
highest bidder decides to dispose of the excess animals is not relevant so long as the Park 
Service is not involved. This is the common sense solution and it works in harmony with 
Nature. 


The last alternative is not only the simplest but the most fiscally responsible because 
the proceeds from the sale of the excess will help fund the management program. 


Alternative Two, which allows for natural forces to determine herd size, is what 
happened in the 1996-97 winter. That caused all the problems and it also caused suffering for 
many buffalo who starved to death. It eventually involved the shooting of many buffalo which 
meam that the Park Service did not gain any benefit from the slaughtered and starved animals. 
It should not be forgotten that man is part of Mother Nature. Therefore, managing and selling 
off the excess buffalo just as a rancher would do, in order to best protect the herd is part of the 
natural process. 

I am absolutely opposed to eliminating any groomed trails. While | have concerns 
about the air pollution and noise of snowmobiles, snowmobiles offer the only transportation 
with which the public can emer the Park during the winter from several gates and in particular 
the east gate which is the most scenic of all the entrances. 

While the draft EIS discusses the social-economic impacts, they should be disregarded. 
The only issue should be how can Yellowstone Park provide the best access to its wonders 
throughout the year and at the same time manage a buffalo herd which is part of the wonders, 
and do it with the least expense. 

In conctusion, keep it simple and keep it cheap and keep it accessible. 


Vv i yours, 


JACK ALLEN 
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October 14, 1998 


Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
Bison Management Team 
National Park Service 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Mg. Bransom and/or the EIS Team: 


IT am writing you regarding the bison management plan for 
Yellowstone. As a concerned citizen and an environmental 
scientist, I urge you to protect the buffalo by not letting the 
Montana Board of Livestock have control over them. I have been to 
Yellowstone many times, in the summer and winter. We had a big 
family reunion there just last year and our whole family agreed 
that the buffalo are a national treasure and should be fully 
protected. 


I support the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo 
including: 
- maintaining free roaming, wild buffalo in Yellowstone 
- managing buffalo outside the park with wildlife biologist to 
protect the buffalo 
- do not shoot or slaughter buffalo that wander outside the park 
- adjust cattle management and cattle grazing practices on public 
lands adjacent to the Park to minimize conflict with buffalo, even 
when che buffalo wander temporarily outside the Park 
- protect, purchase or lease winter feeding grounds for the buffalo 
outside the Park 
- develop other buffalo herds on public lands and Indian 
reservations 


I respectfully request that you do everything you can to preserve 
and protect these critical and special animals. Thank you. 


i ly, 
Fidel 
James M. Davi 


President & Environmental Scientist 


Bison Management Team 
National Park Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
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Dear Bison Management Team: 


1 want wild. free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone. | oppose the “Preferred Alternative” rec: ensnended by the 
State of Montana and the federal government. The government plan coatinues the unnece: sary killing of 
buffalo movm, to public lands outside the Park. It gives the Montana Board of Livestod’.. aot wildlife 
professionals, control over kcy buflalo management decisions. And. it gives cattle prio’ ay over wildlife on 
public lands that surround Yellowstone National Park. We can do better. 


Yellowstone's buffalo are too important to sacrifice in this manner. They are a pe: of our herttage and a 
source of pride to us all. Furthermore. the “Preferred Ahernative” would set dangerous precedent for the 
management of elk and all other wildlife species. This must not be allowed to happen. 


Instead of your “Preferred Ahernative”, | endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Seve Yellowstone Buffale, which 

includes these management strategies: 

© Creating a large special management area outside the Park where buffalo can use public lands to survive 
harsh winters, and where wildlife professionals will manage them. 

© Developing scientific buffalo population goals for this special management ares outside the Park. 

© Using traditional wildlife management tools of fair chase hunting and relocation (in this case. to Ladian 
reservations or public lands) when population goals are exceeded, or when private lands or human safety 
are threatened. 

@ Requiring vaccination of cattle in and adjacent to the special management areas. ; 

© Adjusting cattle grazing times ar“ patterns on public lands bordering the Park to prevent conflicts with 
buffalo during the buffalo’s calving season. 

@ Acquiring through purchase or easement key winter range adjacent to the Park. 


These strategies will maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo and protect the imterests of the livestock mdustry m8 
balanced. cummon yense manner. Please adopt a plan that imcludes these strategies. 


Printed name 
Signature Aasress 
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INTERIOR DESIGN - Sara a =a 

LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTU interagency Management DSC-RP 

_ PO Box 25287 

DEVELOPMENT Denver, CO 80225-0287 

Dear Ms Bransom 


| have reviewed the Draft EIS for the interagency Bison Management Plan 
for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park. 


As a frequent visitor to the Park in all seasons and as a defender of the 
Parks founding philosophy. | fee! Altemative #2 best reflects my attitude 
and preference for the management of Park Bison, #7 would be my second 
choice. 


Sincerely 


SLNAIWWOD 
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YELL-11,902 


1 WANT TO PROTECT 
THE WILD BUFFALO! 


1 want to protect Vellewstene Park's free-roaming buffale. 
| oppose the DEIS's “Preferred Akternative" which will continue 
the unnecessary lalling of buffalo that move to public lands 

ourside the park. Inssead, | endorse the Citizens’ Plan wo Save Yellowstone Bufialo, 
which maintains a wild, free-roaming buffalo herd aad protects the inserests of the 


/] 


14,438 


October 30, 1998 


Sarah Bransom 
Bison Management Plan 
DSC-RP 


PO Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


I am writing in response to the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Interagency Bison Management Plan. 


I am an independent radio producer who is quite familiar with the 
Yellowstone bison issue. I have produced three stories for national 
and regional public radio about the conflict between the livestock 
industry and the National Park Service, and have interviewed 
dozens of people representing all sides of the issue. I also attended 
the International Bison Symposium in 1997 in Bozeman, Montana. | 
have probably 30-40 hours of tape about buffalo. 


As a journalist, I give fair respresentation to all sides of this issue to 
ep es anes a But as a citizen, | am 
alarmed at the Interagency Bison Team's irresponsible draft EIS. | 
Say irresponsible because it does not adequately address 
and the genetic conservation of the largest (and nearly Leet!) free 
roaming bison herd in this country. Wild buffalo should be wild, not 
captive, i.e. managed intensively by human beings; and the EIS does 
not recognize this very basic fact. 


pe aap at pe eee hg = Fy and cannot 
endorse any single alternative, 

alternative.” | support the Citizens Plan © Seve Yellotone Bulla, 
as outlined by the consortium of conservation and tribal 


Sassauisng 
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14,438 contd. 


Fritz- page 2 


Organizations who have presented it. 1 suggest that the Interagency 
Bison Team go back to the drawing board and at the very least come 
out with an addendum to the EIS that addresses the suggestions put 
forth by Indian tribes and conservationists. 


Furthermore, I want to say I'm concerned that the DOL of Montana 
and APHIS have a strong role in the creation of this 
document. I believe they have no interest in ing wild buffalo 
or other Yellowstone wildlife, for that matter. In fact, I think they 
will do whatever they can to contain wildlife behind secure fences. 
Please consider the following excerpts from the story that I did for 
National Public Radio's "Living on Earth” which aired in the summer 
of W007. Ao namnatan, | weste and epat Go parngraghe Oat ane a © 
caps. (I have this stuff on tape, by the way, and did not misquote 
anyone or take them out of context for my narration.) 


(Excerpt begins) 


MONTANA LIVESTOCK DIRECTOR LARRY PETERSON SAYS THE 
STATE WANTS TO COMPLETELY ERADICATE BRUCELLOSIS 
AND IS SUPPORTED BY AN AGENCY OF THE U.S. DEPARTMENT 
OF AGRICULTURE, KNOWN AS THE ANIMAL AND PLANT 
HEALTH INSPECTION SERVICE, OR APHIS. 


Larry: "APHIS tells us if bison coming out of Yellowstone National 
Park, coming from an infected herd, if they comingle with cattle, we 
run the risk of losing our brucellosis-free status which economically 
would have a tremendous impact on the cattle industry in the state 
of Montana." 


THE BISON, AND THE PARK’S OTHER BIG GRASS-EATER, THE 
ELK, HAVE TAKEN PRECEDENCE OVER OTHER USES. 


Jf 


Fritz - page 3 


Larry: " I'm afraid that there's been so much interest emphasizing 
two large ungulates as to the detriment of other species, man being 
one of those species, We do coexist. Within the U.S. we've got certain 
rights established; we have a Constitution, all these things need to be 
taken into consideration. What is the real purpose of Yellowstone? Is 
it to provide a source of wildlife to perpetuate taking over the rest of 
the country? | doubt that, because you're going to be trampling on all 
the other rights." 


THIS CONFLICT OVER BALANCING THE NEEDS OF WILDLIFE 
WITH SOME HUMAN ACTIVITIES IS AS OLD AS 
YELLOWSTONE ITSELF. BUT THIS STRUGGLE HAS RAISED 
THE STAKES. 


MONTANA AND APHIS OFFICIALS SAY THE BENEFITS OF 
ENSURING THAT IT NEVER HAPPENS ARE WORTH THE 
COSTS OF KEEPING THE BISON UNDER STRICT CONTROL 
PATRICK COLLINS IS AN APHIS SPOKESMAN. 


Patrick: "We reduce the need for a lot of testing, lot of quarantining 
and lot of vaccination for domestic cattle. This improves our ability to 
export beef and beef products. This helps our agricultural exports; it 
helps create jobs in the US; it helps out the domestic economy. There 
are clear benefits to eradicating this disease.” 

(End of excerpt) 


I don't know about you, but as a citizen who knew nothing about 
buffalo when she started this investigative story, the above 
comments by DOL and APHIS make me very nervous. If they insist 
on intensively managing bison, what's next? Elk? Antelope? Every 
other animal that carries brucellosis? Sounds like if you give these 
agencies an inch, they'll destroy everything that Yellowstone National 
Park stands for, including those creatures that live there. 


Please, \et's try again. And this time, present a preferred alternative 
or two that is pro-buffalo. Thank you for your consideration. 


Sincerely, 


Jane Fritz 
Producer 
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THE AYURVEDIC REHABILITATION CENTER 


and 
THE NEW LIFE CENTER 


DAVID LIBERTY, ASST. DIRECTOR 
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To... Bison Management Tear 


I would hope that the National Park Service would give 
Pirst Consideration to the plan Native American Peoples have 
for bison management. For they are the only true source of non- 
profit protection for this precious animal. Por hundreds of 
years Native peoples have lived and respected the bisons 
purpose in the grand nature of life in the plains! When the 


bison , they ° 

I think the Native Americans, who were sade to suffer 
along with the bison at the hands of the white-eye's should 
have total charge of buffalo management! Their management of 
bison in past history of this land, didn’t push this animal 
to the edge of extension. It took the white man's ways to do 
that. I am totally for "The Citizens Plan” to save our buffalo. 


fb 


HO 


I want wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone. | oppose the “Preferred Alternative’ recommended 
by the state of Montana and the federal government. The Government plan continues the unnecessary 
killing of buffalo moving to publie lands outaide the park in winter. We can do better. 


Yellowstone's buffalo are too important to sacrifice. They are a source of pride for all of us. 
I endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, which will: 
* Maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone National Park. 
* Creato a large special management area outside the park where buffalo can 
use public lands to survive harsh winters, and where buffalo will be managed by 
wildlife professionals. 
* Develop scientific buffalo population goals for this special management area 
outside the park. 
* Relocate buffalo to Indian reservations or public lands or use a regulated harvest, 
but only when science demonstrates that available land cannot support more buffalo. 


* Recommend vaccination of cattle within lands adjacent to the special management 
area. 


* Emphasize acquisition of key winter range lands or easements through public purchase 
from willing sellers. Provide incentives to modify livestock operations to provide winter 
foraging opportunities for buffalo outside the park. 


In addition: 


These strategies wil] maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo and protect the interests of the livestock 
industry in a balanced, common-sense manner. Please adopt this plan. 


Ss 


IZ 


July 30, 1998 


Dear Ms. Branson: Ugit- WS 


I oppose the National Park Service preferred 
alternative and support the folloving 
recommenéations: 


1. Provide for bison use of Forest Service and BLM 
lands outside Yellowstone in winter. 

2. Allow populations to fluctuate naturally 
inside the park base on scientific data. 

3. Reduce disease risk by seasonally separating 
bison and cattle. 

4. Support the acquisition of property outside 


the park for additional winter range. 


Sincerely, Yi, he a- , FP “ 


Gladys A. Baldwin, Broker/Owner 


AI 
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October 8th, 1998 


To Whom ht May Concern, 


| am vehemently opposed to the flawed alternatives in the DEIS. | also the and 
iomaty eueieteiunt 100 SED. eo ee doen: 
support the humane strategics such as those in the Bison Alternative. 


This whole situation and the way you propose to handle it, makes me wonder if we have leamed 
anything in regards to the Buffalo in the last 100 years. 
Sadty, the answer seems to be no. 


} 
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BLUEZWATER 


October 7, 1998 


Sarah Bransom 
National Park Service 
PO Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Sarah, 

Please do whatever you can to stop the killing of the Yellowstone Buffalo herd. This 
process is unconscionable. 

Plan B, written by UN ist Virginia Ravendal and noted Veterinarians, serves as 
an alternative to the costty $52 plan the government has proposed. 


1 add Plan B to the Bison Plan that 
pe tee to the Interagency Management 


and to extend the time for public debate on this 


Thank you very much 


LAw Orrices 
Bogscus, McDeremott & ESKRIDGE 


Saeo.gr a Stacie 
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Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 
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Please be advised that as a taxpa' and citizen, I vehemestly 
opposed to the “Preferred Alternative” 
Government. 


Yellowstone Park, and not subject to the inhumane brutality of the 
government's plan. 


@ plan are uninformed 
indulgent individuals. 


The buffalo are symbolic of one of the last great bastions of 
this great nation. Every effort should be made to preserve this 
source of pride for all of us and generations to cone. 


I suspect that the "Preferred Alternative" plan has not been 
widely publicised. If it were, millions of Americans would be as 
outraged as an I! 


I whole-heartedly endorse and support the "Citiser's Plan to 
Gave Yellowstone Buffalo". This plan allows the buffalo of 
Yellowstone to continue to exist in their natural setting without 
external interference. The buffalo were here long before the area 
in and around Yellowstone was "settled". 
continuing, rather than eliminating, their existence. 


YELL-6201 contd. Yell-| £772 


5 Souat, ee ay Views ghens WD Chat of aiiiiene of other 


Giscarded. Please reject this - By Hy the citisen's | Bison Public EIS Comment 
Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo". Thank you for your 
consideration. 


BKB/ccr 


a8 0 farmer why are you slaughtering the buffalo ? the buflaio shoul! be allowed to roam where 
ove: he wants . there hes never been @ case where the buffalo has given callie any Gease. af | see 
out weet is a group of hungry ranchers that want to graze land cheap. se ae in e phase 
of cattle build up thet we dont need . | KNOW AS | AM A manage the buffalo as yeu 
would wiidelife as there surely are nol many of them. | was in VELLOWISTONE this year and my 
grandsons loved seening the buffalo , now s group of reachers went to do away with ow heratage. 
we realy are gelling to be a greaty selety event WE. | WOULD think PARK SERVICE would want to 
save our heratage or is it lhe the old days af over agsin? 
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YECL- 13417 


Friday, October 30, 1998 - 12:05:02 pm EST 

a lastname: Brace 

b firstname Ron 

c organization: Bracer Consulting 

comments: | wish to voice my opposition to the proposed Bison management plan 
and ali the alemative plans put forward by the NPS and Yellowstone NP. 


Several ahematives have been torwarded by environmental groups and are much 
more acceptable. Especially so is the proposal by the Sierra Ciub. 


Please adopt a more friendly proposal for the naural animais and not the land 
ownere/users. Thank You. 


BRUCE 


JACKSON 


A’ 


PHOTOGRAPHY £3765 


Byeon Managemen Pise EIS Tos, Notional Pack Service September 17,1998 


| am welting tp poutest and help cessive the clanghts: of tufiaie that bes then place aisendy ond will wiz 
place of the Nationa! Pavk Service implements the so called ‘preferred aiternstve’ buffnio menagemem 
phen for Y clhowstene Newenal Pork and vicumty 


I baltove the wheleanis cleughes: of wild bisen can hasdiy bs considesed as ‘peafessed’ when we have 8 
Compmea sense aiernetrve um the Citizen's Plan chet will peetect cur weld bullleds snd protect rancher 
\qtesests too. | am asking you to bs consitive and censibte by counting 2 win-win expertence for all 
coucermed Pinsee sedeaft the £38 by incerpersting the Citizen's Flen sto the document and anslyrneg 
ths Citizen's Plan os 0 viable alternative. 


The wild bufltio must be sihowed te roam frec on puttin: and tribal lends These anisunds ave on 
wnveloshhs part af es Nemes! Hcciag: W secessery. sine aed federal agencies cheuld sogame 
additional lends adjacest to the Pusk to allow the tisen to seam fec in any sensen. 


lnmed of destroying bulPele, please allow ressovel of thes: heaithy anumeis w haden reservations and 
other publ: lends. 


I feel i ts imappeepeiane for anyone ether than wildlife peofsesionais to manage bisen. We the poopie of 
the United States nced to bs able tp witness hese mageificent coostuses in wild and naturel eoviccnments 
oes To eiiew livesteck officials to munmages wild animals is wetally inappeeprione 


| eave spent time explaring the swescme Netuse of Yellowstone Nations! Pusk and i's wild imbabienms 
Yellowsonc is a gum of immense preporties and mast not be stnimed by the bicod of man's encossrclied 
foo. 


Plesse work together with the citizens of Amarice and forge 2 cubation that honess cur National Heritage, 
Gc Buffalo, and aise protects the rights of cur ranchers to make a living, We cop bene kath! 
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Bisco Management Team 

Nations! Park Ser ice - Sareh Bransom DSC-RP 

Denver, OD —Sreness 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 
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I want wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone. | opposes the “Preferred Alternative” recommended by the 
State of Montana and the federal government. The government plan continues the unnecessary killing of 
buffhio moving \o public lands outside the Park. it gives the Montana Boasd of Livestock, not wildlife 
professionals, contro! over key buffalo management decisions. And, # gives cattle priority over wildlife on 
public lands thet surrouad Yellowstone National Park. We can do better. YELL 3022 


Yellowstone's buffalo are too ianportant to sacrifice im this manner. They are a part of our heritage and a 


_ source of pride to us all. Furthermore, the “Preferred Akternative” would set dangerous precedent for the 
_ Gimpagement of ekk and all other wildlife species. This must aut be allowed to happen. 


Instead of your “Preferred Alternative”, | endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, which 

includes these management strategies: 

© Creating s large special management area outside the Park where buffalo can use public lands to survive 
harsh winters, and where wildlife professionals will manage them. 


: @ Developing scientific buffalo population goals for this special management eres outeide the Park. 
© Using traditional wildlife management tools of far chase hunting and relocation (in this case, to indian 


reservations or public lands) when population goals are exceeded, or when private lands or human safety 
are threatened. 


© Requiring vecciantion of cattle in and adjacent to the special 


e pdjutian cle Gratien nso cad gation on pulls tends bacterin Geo Puch to poovent coniete with 
buffalo during the buffalo's calving season. 
© Acquising through purchase or easement key waster range adjacent to the Park. 


These strategies will maintain wild, free-roeming buffalo and protect the interests of the livestock industry in 8 
balanced, common sense manner. Please adopt a plan that includes these strategies. 
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Dear Ms. Bransom: 


Would you please seriously consider supporting the Citizen's Plan for 


Our ancestors massacred the buffalo and I hope that we can avoid doing 
anything similar to the enimals that are left. 


I have enjoyed seeing the buffalo roam near Yellowstone and other places 
and sincerely hope that my children and grandchildren can continue to do 
80. 


Cordially 
Ahk Cpebale 


PDC/adg 


Yece- 1690 


Mo etal ara 
Yellowstone's buffalo are too important to sacrifice. They are a source of pride for all of us. 
] endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, which will: 

* Maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone National Park. 


* Create a large special management area outside the park where buffalo can 
use public lands to survive harsh winters, and where buffalo will be managed by 


wildlife profeesionglp. NOT sewrean Dart OF e178 5 
* Develop scientific buffalo population geals for this epecial management area 


' outside the park. 
to or reguinted harvest, 
mremyptitn ante pan 
* Recommend vaccingtion of catiJe within lands adjacent to the special management 
area. 


In addition: ft Couciwe Bvtrmco smages Réaues Geren bireesi?y, 
Li Atite Sinviweel mené Pe Tr séreag DEcimsNes THewven 
Disease. Wiad Borraco Ane Av (atoarnuy MeTware A@souce 
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(MAPPROPRIATE. THESE Oe APEc6 ‘6 ut: v 
These strategies will maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo and protect the interests of the livestock 
industry in « belanced, common-sense manner. Please adopt this plan. 


Sincerely, Z 
yw 


Name: e , a < 
(please print) 
Address, __ CAPALS & CEPALI 
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Specializing in Historic Homes of West Adams 


Bison Plan 
3 pd Management 
DSC 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom, 


I am troubled to hear that for yet another year the bison of Yellowstone 
have to fear the relentless and irrational reactions of ranchers and 
bureaucrats. It is my understanding that you intend to give authority to the 
Montana State Veterinerien and the state of Livestock to decide who 
can kill and when. | have NO comfort that these individuals will do much 
more than pander to the monied interests of local ranchers and their 


politicians. You might as well pull the trigger yourself! 


Ney oe on gotten ont cating. 00 & Soe by the 
Wildlife Foundation and the InterTribal Bison . being 
approved? Why are livestock interests being given ; Why not 
wildlife who have a proven and caring The bison 


should be allowed to roam free on OUR (not the ranchers’) public lands. 
Bison who wander onto private lands should be tested as needed and moved 
to tribal lands or encouraged to wander back to public lands. 
They should NOT be killed! They are wandering for food and survival; 
they do not pose the imagined threat which ranchers claim. 


And, on a personal note, for how many more years must I postpone my 
vacation to southem Montana? 1 disagree with the slaughter and I refuse to 
support such a community with my hard eamed dollars. 


Please respond to my concems. 
Sincerely, 

ae Ripa 
David Raposa 

Broker/Owner 


Bison Management 1 cam 

National Park Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear EIS Team: 


| want wild, frec-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone. | oppose the “Preferred Alternative” recommended by 
the State of Montana and the federal government. The government plan continues the unnecessary killing 
of buffalo moving to public lands outside the park. ht gives the Montana Board of Livestock, not wildlife 
professionals, coatrol over key buffalo management decisions. And, it gives cattle priority over wildlife 

on public lands that surround Yellowstone National Park. We can do better. 


Yellowstone's buffalo, the only nux. » oduced, free-rcaming buffalo in the United States, are too 
important to sacrifice in this manner. They are a part of our heritage and a source of pride to us all. 


Instead of your “Preferred Alternative”, | endorse the Cistzens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, which 

includes these management strategies: 

@ Maintaining wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone National Park. 

° Gunns qeabenepmman dian Gaet) antic eiiahe 

survive harsh winters, and where wildlife professionals will manage them. 

@ Developing scientific buffalo population goals for this special management area outside the park. 

@ Using waditional wildlife tools of relocation (is this case, to indian reservetions or public 
lands) and fair chase harvest when population goals are exceeded, or when private lands or human 
safety are thremtened. 

@ Requiring vaccination of cattle in and adjacent to the speciel management areas. 

@ cattle grazing times and patterns on public lands bordering the park to prevent conflicts 
with during the buffalo's calving season. 

¢ Acquiring through purchase or easement key winter range adjacent to the park. 

¢@ Providing incentives to landowners to change private lands grazing practices so that cattle end buffalo 
are lees likely to come into contact with each other. 


These strategies will maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo and protect the interests of the livestock industry 
in a balanced, common sense manner. Please adopt a plan thet includes these strategies. 


Sincerely, 


Printed name: m 
Frank fFraker 


At 
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Bhoen Management Pies EIS Team 

National Park Service, Denver Services Canter 
P.O. Bex 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 

Pane (303) 969 2310 

Fax (303) 969 2736 


July 20, 1998 
Te Whem B May Censem: 


1 to my enderetunding that ance 1985 move then 3,00') Yellowetens tusen have been chet 
ex danghtwed by ciate and federal cfliciais becanse of a fees that tho bisen could tenant 5 
dissase (brecelivas) to demestic ivecteck. This fear us: extively speculative. In fact, these 
bas sever been 2 documented case of trees trencsniimg Brecelia sbertes, the bactennm 
whech canens bueceiinais, te demesto ivedeck m the wild indeed, the smantiic eedence 
d@emenatestes hat if Ychowstens biees pose any tick of eenemsicsicn, Gat cick is 0 
extrenanly cemete that is docs act sectify the canghter of Gees entails. Pasthermese, ¢ 
any nal, emote, # oan be evecty ahommsted howagh te mepiementatves af exasibis cad 
feasibhe sick management ctestegies, ncinding pechibiting Ge ves of mownsbiies 2 he 
patk, prohibiting cattle graning in public lands eutside te park, and equiing Ge 

- vaccination of cattle on puivate land. 


| wnderstaed that the manageusent sitemetrves = the E15 pumanity rely an pubis bentng, 
captere and daughter, agancy dvectng, and quarantine os ths pumcipel toals for contreliing 
te tasen popslaben and recknueg the uch af dca mane Seek wmegomen tool 
are omzel, unecessary, anc cauwely | ergo yeu te devekap o asave eanatbhe. 
humane, and cciantifically csodible plan in dealing with the Bises 2 Yelowsene Netend 
Fesest. These magnificest eseatases hove been dunghtered by Ge “white man” lang 
cocogh 


For Ge sansanis, 
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Serth Branson interagency Bison Management Pian, 
DSC-RP P.O. Box 25287 Denver, CO 80225-0287. 


Mrs. Branson, 


My aame is Bisine P. Ducote. | am a former resident 
When I learned of the killing of Bison that leave the Y: 
upest, (Very Angry Acteally). {oom Coyone Crock Photography (Scenic &: WAMiA) ead mon ol 
of my work hes been dons in Yellowstons. | have a wih and two boys that nose of which has yet 
eean Yellowstone Net. Park, jax my photographs and the videos we have. We heve planned to 
gp to Yellowstone in the Spring of 1999 and 1 have told ay wile and kids for the past couple of 
years how the wildlife is 20 easy to ese in Yellowstone, and dows to Grand Tetce National Park. 


Today | leare that the bison ave not as enay to see and visitors arc wondering where thay ave. 
(PLEASE see attached article). | ved in Jecksoa in 1984-85 and there were approximately ws 
you wall know, 4000 bisca roaming See in and gus of the park. Now thave is epprouimately 
2,200 this ic cutsagecus! The dieses that the buffalo are being killed for having, is only qpread 
while a aduk cow chk in calving in the spring. 1: is also only spread by the chartith Only you 
end other citizens con stop the daughter of bison. I hepe to hear back from yeu on this ieonn, | 
want to know you read this appeal oa behalf of the hisca. Please! Read the attached shart letter 
1 pay fees and tunes to keep our National Parks end the Wid in them Safe, co my sens can 
enjoy thom just a9 I have. I Polly Suppert The Cities Flan To Save Yeloustene Bufiale, 
and, they should be allowed to rcem fres. Please do act allow the livestock industry to have 
control of cur astioas wildlife, becouse cur wildlife will be treated lice cattle, os is the case with 
buffalo right sow 1 is our duty as Amerienn citizens end those who carn thei Eving providing 
vieitors with Yellowstone memories to support the buffhio. |: is encenscionsbis and 
ypeerttical to hear of those who favor and participate in "he daughter of buffhio end ot the same 
time take aiifions of dollars fom vishors. The visitor who comes to Y ellowstnas to sso buffalo 
and to bring home a reminder of the buffalo whether i: be a sweater, a T-chirt, or « suafled animal. 


Thank you for your help ia this matter, | look forward to hearing beck form you. 


Blaine P Ducts 
Coyote Cresk Photography 
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SAVE THE BUFFALO 
by Yellowstone Ranger Tom Mazzermn 


On Anguat 13th, | attended the public bearing of the government EIS 
plan for the fenere management of Y chowstwes buffalo | hed plumed 

to caly listen, but some statements motivated me to quickly write some 
thoughts down end speak on behalf of the buflhio and cur anticn 

wildlife. The government plen in usshess and the only sensible 

sobstion is to let the buffio roam Hes. I sapport the Citizen Plan 

to Seve Yellowstone Bufllhs, which supports “wild, feo-roaming bullaio, 
by ennating thet herds will hove access to public lands cutside the 

part." 


As | waite, the Ydiowstone bufihio are gathered together to produce 8 
new generation of bufitio. This is ene of the most remarkable 

of name | have spent hours watching and listening to bulls bellow out 
their dominance for afi to hear and cocesionsily witness a battle to see 
who is the strongest and most f:. But their fature in uncertain because 
they are act free to roam outside the park becuuse they carry a Gissase 
called bruceliceis. This disease mfbeted buffalo fom domactic cattle 

im the frat place and now the cattle industry and the mate of Momtans 
wat to continues to kil buffiie that leave the park cuto public leads 

io Montana. The winter of 96-297 saw 1100 tufihio killed, chet. 
suardered, and staughsered on 0 direct renal of the livestock industry 
cossral over the fate of tudiio, cas of eu antion wid enimals. 


Have ave some interesting facts. Thare hes ast been a single case of 
cattle becoming mfacted by bruseiosis fom bufihlo. Thare is roughly, 
100,000 afk in the Yellowstone Ecosystem which carry the disease also 
and thoy soem Sealy a and ont of Yelowctons boundaries (1 am 
écfininely act in eupport of tilling dk to gut rid of the Gecase 

either). The Gesacs con cally be transmitted by a birth event of an 

adult cow, the Gecase being commined @ the aferbirth Bulls and 
calves are still being kiled and this killing cocurs during the winter 
when the buffio are act oven calving (calving usually ccours within 
Yeliowvons boundssics in the spring). Many of the buffhio killed huve 
act oven been near cattle and I hove seen and heard seports of the 
nearest head of cattle being more then 20 miles ewer! ‘2 oven more 
diumarting tact there ae chow 3008 head of cuttie. more then half on 
public landa, thet is consing tis dsbate over hee reaming buflhio. 
Sinmun 1994, alencst 2000 bison have bess killed lenving the park for 2000 
or fewer head of extile. 


Thare has been « aoticesble decline of the Yellowstone buffhio Do act 
ask ma, but eck the donene of feaiies who hove asked ae why they do act 


xT 


see 6s many buffalo amymore. Before the quaccide began. there was close 
to 4000 buflo during the summer of 1996. Today. there are about 2200 
bufido that contimes t0 fight to survive the harsh exvircement of th: 
Ydlownces Ecosystem. 


We ae ahnost to the 211 comtury, but there seems to be a 19th comury 
sttivede when it comes to solving the buffalo and other wildlife issues. 
For those who have forgotsen whet happened during the | 800is let me 
ramad you. There were sumerous Americen lndien tribes im the west thet 
depended on the vast herds of buflaic thet probably mumbered m the \ens 
of millions. As settlers and “progress” pushed west, the Americen ladien 
got in the way. The U.S. Asmny could not fiat cut defeat the American 
ladian, 20 t decided to take away their source of lift, tho buffalo As 
the buflhlo Geappeared, the American indian was told to retreat to the 
reservations or be killed. Today history seems to be repeating neelf. 

The buflislo are being told to stay on thelr reservation (Yellowstone) or 
be killed if thay leave. Why is ic that man ansst destroy things that are 
beyond his control? The only true controlling force is nature itself and 

it should be nemure that decides the fate of the buffaio 


Sassauisng 
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Bison Public EIS Comment 


That 0 wid buffaio herd still roams anywhere in the USA Is amazing. To allow thelr sieughter is 
unthinkable! These creatises should be allowed to roem free and the Park Service should 
additional land f necessary to support the herd. As | am pert Cherokee, | am tilled that the good 
Native peoples of the nortiwest have opened thei lends for retocation of this noble beast, so 


30 


Be Ws RE TOR 
7 ge 


l€ 


YELo 4/2. oi 


Davizi C. HUGHES, Jr. 
investment Properties 


recleseteins ews Semmes let te tea 
the park im winter. We can do better. 
Yellowstone's buffalo are too important to sacrifice. They are a source of pride for all of us. 
| endorse the CITIZENS’ PLAN TO SAV}! YELLOWSTONE BUFFALO, which will: 

* Maintain wild, free-roaming buf abo in Yellowstose National Park. 

‘ Stinstomiarstasivaseeo 

* Develop scicatific buflalo popelition goals for this special management area outside the park. 


° Relocate buffalo to Indian resez ations or lands but 
oben edease demonnrases tht alae kad cannot support more bus 


* Recommend vaccination of catt!: within lands sdjaceat to the special managemeat area. 
* Emphasize acquisition of hey wu ter lands 
ee Fe eet tm etc praca oro me rg porn 


These wi mainte buffalo and the i 
strategies sr Fame chat Ga pie protect the imterests of the livestock industry im a 
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LAW OFFICES OF DAVID LE. BOURGOIN 


September 17, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Teem, Mational Park Service 
Attn: Sarah Bransom DSC-i?P 

PC Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Me. Bransca: 
RE: Draft Buffalo Mnagement Plas 


During my recent visit to Yellowstone National Park, I was 


preserving nature. Killing animals for any interest, 
particularly the limited needs of the rancher, is contra to the 
rights of animals, envircsmentalists, and the natural spirit of 
man. The Draft Buffalo Munagement Plan proposed by MNF addresses 


Thank you for finding solutions with the holistic issue at 
not for the benefit of minorities with strong vocal 


Sincerely, 


Seep 


sassauisng 
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| OPPOSE the “Preferred Alternative “(Altemative 7) of the Draft Environmental impact Statement For The interagency 
for the management of our 


Bison Management Plan. | ENDORSE the management strategies submitted in the Citizen's Plan To Save Yellowstone 


Buffalo. The ‘Citizens Pian’ will preserve the last free-roammg buffalo by utilizing biological and common sense wildlife 
management strategies while recognizing the interests of the livestock industry. Please adopt or moorporate the ‘Citizens 


Plan’ ato your finai 


October 3, 1996 


N.P.$.-SARAH BRANSOM DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 Denver, CO. 80225 


Deer Ms. Bransoa: 


It is shocking on the verge of the 2lst 
Century that Neti "Final Solution" style 
tactics are practiced in what is falsely 
perceived as « control problem as regards 
the western bison in the Yellowstone end 
Montena sreas. These bison are being trested 
to the same fate as in the western expansion 
when the heards were decimated by "sportsmen" 
shooting them from passing trains. 


Without any scientific evidence of the passing 
of brucellosis from bison to cattle, hundreds 
have been executed while in the forrage of 
food under adverse weather conéitions. 


Please review and adopt the Citizen's plen 
to save Yellowstone Buffalo and stop killing 
off these persecuted animals. 

Respectfully Yours, 


David Spagat 


Dad MMT 


DR 


DAWSON, 


n.eaical Group 
balancing tradiirional and prevdalire made 


September 11, 1998 


National Park Service 

Bison Management Plan 

EIS Team 

P. O. Box 25287 

Denver, Colorado 80225-‘901 


YELL - 408 


Attention: Sarah Bransor DSC-RP 


Dear Sir/Madan: 


I am writing to give support to the bison protection plans such 
as the citizen's plan. Many species have been eradicated by our 
lack of protection and I feel it's important to preserve the wild 
animals as is possible. Just like the rain forest which is a 
source of the leading drig for breast cancer, there may be scien- 
tific discoveries made from other living creatures as well. It's 
important to preserve the gene pool for all these animals. 


I was pleased to hear of the proposal to move buffalo to Indian 
reservations and other piblic lands. I feel that these decisions 
should be made by experts in wildlife management and not by special 
interest groups with a cenflicting agenda. 
Thank you for your attention. 

Sincerely, 


Nancy L. Dawson, M. D. 
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September 28, 1998 


Ms. Sarah Bransom 
Bison Management Team 
National Park Service 

P O Box 25287 
Denver CO 80225 0287 


Re: Bison Management Proposal! 
Dear Ms. Bransom: 


Please accept this letter in opposition to the “preferred alternative” 
recommended in the EIS conceming the formulation of a plan for the 
Yellowstone Bison herd. 


The Citizen's Plan put tog ther by GYC and others makes a lot more sense 
to me. Your proposal would spend millions of tax dollars to kill buffalo when 


funds could he provided to vaccinate a few cows every year for much less money. 


Why not also consider reducing » delaying grazing leases until later in the 
summer? Clearly, there are bett:r ways to solve this problem. 


Please consider the Citizen’s Plan. It is well worth it. 


Yet ~ 38.22 


September 14. 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Serv ice 
ATTN: Sara Bruniom 

DSC-RP, P.O. Box : 5267 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom 


As a frequent visit 9 to our national parks, a friend of wildlife, business 
owner and U.S. cit zen, I'm writing you to request that you do noi adopt the 
Interagency Bison Management Pian. and to offer my support to the 
alternative plan for bison management that has been advocated by 
the Defenders o! Wildlife, National Parks and Conservation 
Association and others. 


First, allow me to ell you what | am not | am not a tree-hugging radical 
environmentalist who believes the world would be a better place if there 
were no humans. | am, however, a common-sense environmentally- 
Conscious activist who believes the world would be a better place if there 
were more humans who took the time to write and support the causes in 
which they believe. 


You see, when | tell friends and associates of mine the full story about the 
bison exterminations in the winter of 1996-97. | get an almost universal 
response — disbelisf and disgust. And rightly so This action defies all 
common sense. Tc slaughter 1/3 of the park's largest herd to ustensibly 
protect fewer thar 2.000 head of cattle grazing on already public lands was a 
poor decision — pi rticularly given the total lack of any scientific evidence of 
brucellosis being 5 assed from bison to cattle. As a citizen and taxpayer, | am 
Outraged that this happened. 


In my lifelong love of nature and the outduors, I've found one thing to be 
true. If you pit nature against industrial profits, nature almost always loses. 
(This is especially rue if you put the decision into the hands of the very 
industries whose ; rofits are in question.) 


Sassauisng 
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But on those occi sions when nature wins, the results are inspiring. Take the 
recovery of the B sid Eagle, the reintroduction of wolves iniu the Yellowstone 
ecosystem, and the preservation of redwood forests. All uf these successes 
sive every Amerx an pride in continuing our nation’s heritage of goad 
stewardship of o. r natural resources. 


If you allow the c ttle industry to sway this decision, the bison will lose If 
the bison lose, we: ail stand to lose another treasured national symbol. 


| urge you — ad »pt the alcernative plan advocated by Defenders of 
Wildlife, the NPCA, Montana Wildlife Federation and others. Allow 
the wintering her is to be managed by wildlife professionals “using the best 
wildlife management techniques and good common sense." Do not allow 
another incident ike the winter of 1996-97 The alternative plan goes farthest 
to prevent it whil» maintaining common-sense protection of the cattle 
iriterests. 


Thanks for your time and for your support. 


gee 


President 


Don Devine's Studio YELL. 7731 
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Tam proresTiaG THE SEVEN Flawed 
AttéenaTives IN THE DsiS, TAM 
opposco To THe Lap Tome 4 SiavGHTEK, 
Abency sHooTiNG j fraric Hun y 
Quakay Tie 4 YAcCInATION oF BufFAto, 


T suppoer Hamané St4aaTeG ies Suet 
As THese I THE Bised ALTERNATIVE - 
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Bleow Maasguacat Team 
Qeece Menagemem Team National Perk Service - Surah Bransom DSC-RP 
—\ —~ neem P.O. Bez 26387 
Deuves, CO 68838-6887 o 
Deer KIS Team: Dear EJS Team: 

' | want wild, free-roaming buflalo in Yellowstone. | oppose the “Preferred Alternative” recommended 
ea a ey by the state of Montana and the federal government. The Governmeni plan continues the unnecessary 
killing of bullale moving to public lands eutside th ark in eo killing of buffalo moving to publ lands outmde the park in winter We can do better. 
Tillowetens’s bulls are to important to snerifion. Thay ar o sour of pride thr ali of ws Yellowstone's buffalo are too importent to sacrifice They are a source of pride for all of us. 

eel 
| enderse the Citizens’ Plan to Seve Yellowstone Bu@ale, etech will | endorse the Cituzens’ Plan to Seve Yellowstone Buffalo, which will: 
* Masntme wild, free-reaming buff2 le im Vullewstones Navona! Park * Maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstene Nationa) Park. 
* Create o larg special management area eutmde the park where vuflalo can * Create special manag ' euteide the - 
ase public lands wo curvive bareh winters, and where buflle will be managed by Me 
wildlife prefeamenals wildlife professionals. 
* Develep scentific buffalo papulanes peels for thus special management sree * Develop scentific buffalo population goals for this special management area 
eutmde the park outside the park. 
* Relecate buffalo te indian reservations er pubic nade er use 0 reguisied harvest, 9 - lands 
but ently when scence demonstrates thai o salable land canact support more buffalo | SS ay rey fm ep pe 
Grerté) 4 Recommend vaccination of cattle within iands adjecent to the eponal management lien 
voms t0 — Baves Vaccuwnons Have wor Gam Peovew ® 86 Ht Gftecrve * Recommend vaccination of catile within lands adjacent to the apenal management 
Emphasise acqunton of key winter et . a4. purchase apet 
. range or 
from willing sellers =~ + \'-y~ \yugsasaiasaainal * ain eamietine Cy wate nap end 2 eames Gonadh pelle eutane 
7 2 Y foraging opportumtves for buffalo outside the park. 
——— Me smu AS 
These strategies will maintain wild, ng buffale and protect the interests of the livestock 
industry im a balanced. common-sense manner adopt this plan. 
SSS 


paid alec: emydnomia SUCKMORE, Boosie SIAL WRNNE SAE ACH | 
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Friday, August 7, 1998 - 15:07:54 pm EST 

a lastuame: Bates 

b firstname: Jonathan 

¢ organization: Ecological Consulting Services 
comments: Heilo, 

I don't live out west and I don't have first hand experience with Bison But I do know the history 
of this country in regards to our treatment of the land, it's creatures and it's people. 


YELL: (3013 


Bison Management might be important to a few cattle ranches and their bottem line (with less 
than 2000 animals). But, | would hope our future generations will be able to see the true 
historical migrations of wild Bison we once had in this great land. 


People the land and the overall ecosystem 1s far more important than a few money hungry 
ranchers. I'm sure they are not money hungry, but money does seem to be a priority over the lives 
of our people, heritage, and the bison's freedom. 


You ask here for my “rationale for the suggested changes”. Well, it's hard to rationale our 
societies disregard for non-human life. Humans are animals, no different than the flesh of a Bison 
(although we think God said we are more special). Bison have the same freedoms as all of 
“Gods” creatures. If they want to rome that's their "God" given nature. We have no right to be 
slaughtering them for the "Economies" well being. Or for cattleman's wel) being for that matter. 


If cattkeman wart cattle, they should fence in there cattle away from the bison. Not the other way around. 


Please consider all of our futures in your decisions. Please let the Bison run free again. Letting 
Bison run free within all of their range, while sustainably hunting them would be far better than 
to let the cattle industry decide our future. (Our beef eating habits aren't healthy anyway, “did you 
say McDonalds?") 


Thanks for the opportunity for comment. 
Jonathan Bates 


Consuhing Services 


en 


Bison Managemeni Team 
National Park Service — Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 


P.O. Box 25287 
YELL - 75 


Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Bison Management Team: 


| want wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone. | oppose the “Preferred Alternative” recommended by the 
State of Montana and the federal government. The government plan continues the unnecessary killing of 
buffalo moving to public lands outside the Park. It gives the Montana Board of Livestock, not wildlife 
professionals, control over key buffalo management decisions. And, it gives cattle priority over wildlife on 
public lands that surround Yellowstone National Park. We can do better. 


Yellowstone's buffalo are too important to sacrifice in this manner. They are a part of our heritage and a 
source of pride to us aii. Furthermore, the “Preferred Alternative” would set dangerous precedeni fox the 
management of elk and all other wildlife species. This must not be allowed to happen. 


Instead of your “Preferred Alternative”, I endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, which 

includes these management strategies: 

@ Creating a large special management area outside the Park where buffalo can use public lands to survive 

@ Developing scientific buffalo population goals for this special management area outside the Park. 

@ Using traditional wildlife management tools of fair chase hunting and relocation (in this case, to Indian 

reservations or public lands) when population goals are exceeded, or when private lands or human safety 

are threatened. 

Requiring vaccination of cattle in and adjacent to the special management areas. 

@ Adjusting cattle grazing times and patterns on public lands bordering the Park to prevent conflicts with 
buffalo during the buffalo’s calving season. 

¢ Acquiring through purchase or easement key winter range adjacent to the Park. 


These strategies will maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo and protect the interests of the livestock industry in a 
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13 October 1998 


Bison Management Team 

National Park Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
POB 25287 

Denver CO 80225-0287 


Dear EIS Tean, 


I have read the Yellowstone Bison EIS and have found it 
unacceptable as written. The preferred alternative will only 
continue the present interim management plan. In addition, there 
is no logic in trying to deal with brucellosis in bison when elk in 
the Park are infected with brucellosis. The lesson from Grand 
Teton Park is that bison can get brucellosis from elk. If 
brucellosis is a problem, then there must be a unified plan for the 
entire Yellowstone ecosystem. 


There are too many aspects of the EIS that are beyond the ability 
of Pederal and State agencies to control that form integral parts 
of the alternatives. For example, a safe and effective vaccine for 
brucellosis in bison is uncertain, purchase of critical winter 
range by the Federal government appears doubtful because of the 
value of the land for private development, and public hunting of 
Yellowstone bison may not be feasible. Good intentions have little 
meaning if there are no assurances that they can be carried out. 
This was seen during the winter of 1996-97 when approximately 70% 
of the bison sent to slaughter houses showed signs of injury at the 
time of their death. The interim bison management pian stated that 
bison would be treated humanely and it was clear that MT DOL was 
not capable of humane treatment of bison. 


There is a pressing need to find a non-lethal exit for bison out of 
Yellowstone Park. The quarantine process is a workable solution 
for this. The quarantine protocol for Yellowstone bison (Appendix 
in the #ZIS) is unrealistically stringent and needs to be 
substantially modified to be practical. In deed, the state of 
Montana has already allowed brucellosis exposed Yellowstone elk to 
enter domestic elk herds with two simple tests for brucellosis and 
no post placement monitoring. Brucellosis was eradicated from a 
transplanted Yellowstone bison herd in Utah by two rounds of test 
and slaughter. This is a free ranging herd that grazes in common 
with cattle, and disease is not an issue. 
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There also is a need to establish additional disease free sibling 
Yellowstone bison herds outside of the Park on Tribal lands or 
other public lands. Establishing genetically pure Yellowstone 
bison herds in other areas will result in an ecologically and 
genetically viable population. The present bison herd may not be 
ecologically viable over the long-term. Once several widely spaced 
sibling herds are established, there will be opportunities for 
management of bison in the Park to adequately address the 
brucellosis issue. Bison can be spayed and neutered as an 
alternative to shooting, and this is not likely to disrupt their 
social system. Status in a bison herd is based on body size, age, 
and horn development. On the other hand, the loss of an individual 
does change social relationships of surviving animale within a 
herd. 


The EIS does not adequately address the impacts of Yellowstone 
bison management on private bison herds. There is at least one 
private herd in Montana within 30 miles of the Park. It is also 
possible that Yellowstone bison could immigrate into other private 
herds at distances greater than 30 miles from the Park. There are 
several well documented modern records of bison moving 50 to 100 
mi'es within short time periods. 


In summary issues that have not been adequately addressed by the 
EIS are: 


1. There are no provisions in the EIS to assure that aspects of the 
alternatives can be fulfilled. 


2. Bison cannot be humanely handled as demonstrated in 1996-97. 
The committee reviewing treatment of bison in 1997 only considered 
handling of bison at the Park and recommended on-site slaughter. 


3. Brucellosis in elk is an issue (contrary to the BIS) and any 
attempts to deal with brucellosis in bison must also address the 
elk problem (feeding grounds in Wyoming). 


4. The EIS faile to develop the logic for the need of sibling herds 
and how this would ultimately permit considerable management 
flexibility for disease control in Yellowstone bison. 


5. The bison quarantine protocol is too stringent. The EIS fails 
to mention that Yellowstone bison have already been transplanted 
without the quarantine process (or even initial disease screening) 
and that brucellosis was subsequently eradicated through test and 
slaughter. The EIS also fails to disclose that Yellowstone elk 
have been placed into domestic elk herds with minimal testing for 
brucellosis. 


6. The purpose of bison quarantine is to provide a long-term non- 
lethal exit of bison from Yellowstone Park. Public sentiment is 
against the slaughter of Yellowstone bison. This was not 
addressed. 
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Thank you for this Opportunity to comment on the Yellowstone Bison 
EIS. 
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Sincerely, 
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GEORGIA SURGICAL ASSOCIATES, PC. 
EUGENE 0 DAVIDSON. M.D. FACS. General Surgery 
ALAN R. KOO ANICK, M.D. FAC.S., Vascular Surgery 

GARY & IDI MLD. FAC S., Ganerai Surgery 
DAVID 0. PAK M.D. FACS. Generel Surgery 
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__a 23, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team, National Park Service 
Attn: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


I would urge that you and the National Park Service consider supporting the 
citizen's plan for the management of the Buffalo. 1 would urge the Park Service to 
redraft an EIS and incorporate the: Citizen's Plan into the document and analyze it 
as a viable alternative. 


I feel deeply that buffalo must be allowed to roam free on public lands, especially 
adjacent to Yellowstone National Park, up to the carrying capacity of these 
adjacent lands. | also feel that if additional lands are needed, it is appropriate that 
federal agencies should try to acquire these additional winter ranges next to the 
park. The appalling slaughter of he buffalo should be stopped, especially when 
the alternative of moving healthy animals to Indian Reservations and other public 
lands is available. Buffalo are wildlife. They are not livestock and should be 
managed by wildlife professionals not livestock officials who serve a single, 
special interest purpose. | have been to Yellowstone, and it was spectacular to see 
the free roaming buffalo during that experience. I hope that the buffalo can be 
preserve or. our public lands and n Yellowstone Park for all generations of future 
Americans. I urge your consideriition of the Citizen’s Plan in the re-draft of the 
EIS. 


Sincerely, C de, . 


neo 
Gary A tudi, MLD. 
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Please use thas farm to record your comments on the Draf Exvironmental impact Ssatemeni for the interagency Bison Managemen Pian for the 
State of Montana and Yellowstone Nationa! Park. If you bstieve that we have missed an imporumt issue, or need more information to fully 
assces the impacts, we welome your written comments. | tease be as specific as possible and include your rationale for the suggested changes. 
Feel free to make additions] comments on separate sheets of paper and enclose them with this postage paid form When you have finished. 
fold along the dotted line 0 that the business reply address is on the outside, ape closed (no staples please), and mail. Your comments musi 
be received by October 1¢, 1996. Thank you for your int est in the EIS. 
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POSTAGE MILL BE PAID BY ADDRESSEE OL National Park Service 
Attn:Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
Denver, CO 80225-9901 9/18/98 
Bison [ tanagernert Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 
Serah tiransom OSC-—RP Dear Ms. Bransom, 
PO Box 25287 il , ; a 
Denve: CO 80225-9901 | am writing this letter because | am deeply concerned about Montana's Governor Racicot decision to 
destroy the buffalo which cross park boun ries. 
| plead with you, as should all Americans 1 ot to allow this sensless slaugiter to occur. When are we to 
learn to live with ali Gods children and share thts wonderful planet together. When are we going to respect 
all creatures right to live without fear of ex inction. 
Our American values have taught us to res;ect each creatures rights to exist. We are constantly being 
Mid ed ts ue LT TT | challenged by the evil of mans desire to kill and destroy History has taught us that one snecies effects 
other species, and man is not disaffected b: these loses. We must protect and preserve ow forrests and the 
Obama eenied entail ans 453 ta 9s 648656 ee nest ens ounssetans Prereererr erty). Yt Sa ana SaaS aaa Sanaa sepheancs. <€ rights of all creatures to survive. 
I had the great pleasure to visit “Yellow Stone National Park” this past July and the wonderment of the 
natural environment as it was years ago was not only thrilling but an extremely fulfilling experience. To 
O anwe ceceammeetetemnten watch grizzlies, wolves, bison, clk, etc., roi free in their natural habitat is an experience every child and 
. edult in America should always have availible. More parks should be created \o protect our wildlife all 
over America 


1 Please remove my name from the mailing list for the Bison Management Plan EIS. 


Gail Cole 


Let us remember that the earth was created with all these creatures, and it 1s the obligation of “Man” 
because of his superiority, to insure the exi ance of all to survive. | implore you to stand up and be 
counted as one of those who will not allow the sensiess slaughter of any creature. 


Phone number and/ 1 c-mail address (optional): 


If you know of othe: individuals or parties who would like to be on our mailing list, please have 
them notify us at the address above. 
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July 14, 1998 


Ms. Sarah Bransom, D!iC-RP 
National Park Service 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0217 


Re: Public Comment on the Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) to Manage Bison Living in Yellowstone National 
Park 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


The prefer:-ed Alternative 7 is unacceptable as 
an option for managing bison in Yellowstone National Park 
for the following reusons: 


1. Alternative 7 would treat wild bison like 
a herd of domestic cattle, subjecting them 
to trapping, testing, slaughter and sport 
hunting. This is not a position that will 
be to..erated by the general public. 


2. The threat of transmitting brucellosis 
from bison to cattle has NEVER been 
proven. A small number of bison have been 
Carry:.ng brucellosis for generations, but 
not a single domestic cow has ever been 
infected by a free ranging Yellowstone 
bison. These ill founded fears are 
Griving the government's bison management 
pian which threatens the wild heritage of 
the bison and the ecological integrity of 
Yellowstone. 


3. The U. S. Department of Agriculture has no 
legal authority over free ranging bison 
and cannot downgrade the brucellosis free 
status of Montana based solely on the 
presence of potentially exposed bison. 


7/ 


_ There should be no population objectives 
established for the Yellowstone bison 
herd. One alternative in the EIS calls 
for, without any scientific justification, 
limiting the size of the bison herd to 
between 1,700 and 2,500 animals. The size 
of the herd should be dictated by natural 
factors and not by slaughter or the 
desires of the livestock industry. How 
can genetic diversity be maintained with 
such a small number of animals? 


I strongly encourage you to adopt Alternative 
2. This alternative would manage Yellowstone as a 
natural place and its bison as wildlife. It would 
acguire habitat outside the park to accommodate the 
bison's natural seasonal movements, minimize the 
possibility of contac: between bison and cattle, close 
snowmobile trails tha: lure bison out of the park and 
shut down existing capture and testing facilities at the 
park boundaries. 


As an American, I am ashamed of our past 
treatment of this magnificent animal. The population of 
these animals has rebounded from near extinction and it 
is absurd that we killed almost half of the Yellowstone 
herd in the winter of 1996. These animals were killed 
because they exited Yellowstone via snowmobile trails to 
find forage outside the park. These animals are symbols 
of our country and wiil be extremely valuable to future 
generations of Americans. 


Sincerely, 


HFM: sla 
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October 11, 1998 


Bison Management Pian EIS Team 
Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
PO. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Lead Agencies: 


1 am commenting on this DEIS as a citizen concerned with the holistic management of the 
Greater Yellowstone Area(GYA). Since this DEIS addresses actions within Yellowstone 
National Park (YNP) and some are: s adjacent to YNP in Montana, it is in my interest to 
comment because the outhaed alternatives will result in significant impacts to the wildlife, 
ecology and economy of the GY A. 


I feel that | can make positive contr butions to this decision by providing facts, data, and 
understanding to the decision makers. Our family has lived in, worked with, and nurtured 
this geographical area since the late 1880s. We are in the livestock business and use our 
livestock 2s a tool to enhance the grazing resource while generating income and tax bases 
that promote the economic health and support the infrastructure which provides the basic 
services for this region. We manage: land and livestock in southeastern Idaho and 
southwestern Montana and move be tween these states each year. Our industry has played 
the mayor role in keeping the GY A rural, open, and functioning in an ecologically sound 
me~ This gives me knowledge very few commentaries will have We ranch 40 miles 
w. .' NP in a ecological setting that is identical to YNP with the exception of the 
Our family has lived with, vaccinate i for and eradicated brucellosis from our herds. | have 
served on the Montana Board of Livestock for 12 years and acted as chairman for two. 
This has allowed me to gain valued =xperience in the analysis of brucellosis, its impact 
upon the industry, and the problems associated with disease management caused by the 
uncontrolled movement of brucellosis exposed bison from YNP into Moniana and Idaho 
The experience and knowledge gain =d in working within the GYA and ‘with this disease 
gives me data, facts and msights tha should help the agencies devise an alternet've that 
best addresses the situation. 


Comments will be made on specific areas of concern as presented in the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the 
State of Montana and Yellowstone INational Park. 
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Page 11. Purpose of Action Page 28, The Purpose Statement’ This DEIS represents a 
Stop gap measure agreed upon by tt e parties as part of a court settlement. It is by no 
means the solution to the problem of bison being held captive to YNP because they are 
infected with a disease that is so devastating to the livestock industry The degree of risk 
of transmission to livestock is minimal if the bison are restricted to the Park because 
livestock simply are not allowed within the Park. Due to the uncontrolled increase in 
bison numbers, elk and bison are be 20ming more concentrated within the Park during the 
wimter months and the elk in the northern herd are beginning to become more exposed to 
this disease (increased number of seropositive elk in the Gardner area). The Park does not 
have the winter range to support the current bison herd. These animals will either starve 
within the Park boundaries or migrate to winter range on the valley floors outside the 
Park There is little winter range in ihe West Yellowstone area (a smal] amount on the 
south side of Horse Butte) until you get past Quake Lake and into the Madison Valley. A 
small portion of land in the propose trade in the Gardner area could serve as winter 
range, but would only produce 200 aums of forage and it may be taken by other wildlife 
before the bison arrive (2,000 acres of suitable land rated at 1 aum/acre). Bison would 
utilize private property on both sides of the river and move past Yankee Jim Canyon 
seeking winter range. Due to the nature of the problem (a brucellosis infected bison herd 
with no population control or disease management residing im a Park with iittle winter 
range surrounded by winter range 0 stside the Park that is occupied by cattle), action 
Park to achieve the purpose of the ¢lan This immediately eliminates all alternatives 
except #5 or possibly #6 with changes. The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) report 
on brucellosis in the GYA was not i 1chuded within this DEIS. It is credible and found: 
“The risk of bison or elk transmittin 2 brucellosis to cattle is small, but it is not zero”. Two 
recent federal cases in two different federal districts directly impacted by National Park 
Service (NPS) policies have determ ined that the management or lack of managernent of 
the diseased bison herd(s) is inapprc priate and has had adverse affects upon the Park's 
neighboring states of Montana and ‘Wyoming. Those cases are Parker Land & Cattle Co. 
vs. US. No. 91 Civ. 0039-B (D. Wyo. 1991) and The Fund for Animals. Inc. v. Manual 
Lujan, et al, 90 Civ. 142-M-CCL (LC. Mont. 1991) (hereinafter “Parker and “Fund”). 
Judge Lovell in the “Fund” case det-rmined that “Brucellosis is a serious disease both in 
lrvestock and humans” and went on to find that “bison migrating into Montana pose a risk 
of damage to private property and ar k of conflict with humans”. Judge Brimmer in 
“Parker” found that “the National Park Service and the FWS are charged with the 
responsibility of managing wildlife located in... Yellowstone National Park” and, “The 
National Park Service and the FWS have consistently maintained the elk and bison herds 
in excess of the stated objectives.” '4e went on to say that: “the federal government 
agencies involved in this case have known of the brucellosis problem in wildlife for many 
years, but have done very little more than form several committees to study the disease” 
Judge Brimmer further stated “It was unreasonable for these agencies to do nothing more 
than commission studies in hght of the fact it was thei actions in managing the wildlife 
which dramatically increased the tra ismission of the disease. The least they could have 
Gone was to cooperate wholehearteclly with the state in its vaccination program. Thus, the 
FWS and the NPS have acted negligently in managing the wildlife, in that they each have 
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failed to take an active role in eliminating the brucellosis problem in the elk and bison 
which are under their control.” 


Judge Brimmer went on to state that “ the policy considerations of not interfering with the 
public’s activity or preserving the natural state of the park do not apply in this instance . . 
the evidence showed that the federal defendants didn’t really consider the dangers they 
have posed to the domestic livestock industry.” 


It seems clear that both judges were of the opinion that the NPS had not been properly 
managing the animals under thea charge In his supplemertal Order of January 28, 1991 
Judge Lovell stated “. . . any healthy animal herd which has reached the capacity of its 
habitat must be controlled and maintained in numbers withit: the habitats capacity” Judge 
Brimmer stated that “the federal government does not have the discretion to do nothing in 
the fight against a disease which it is perpetuating Ly its wildhfe management practices at 
the NER, GI'NP and YNP.” Judge Lovell bas stated that “The Park Service can maintain 
its ‘hands-off policy of bison non-management only so long as it has the cooperation of 
Montana. _. . should Montana change its position and demand that Yellowstone confine 
its bison, a different issue is Presented. That could conceivably result in the court ordering 
confinement of the bison in the park” In analysing the above rulings, it is conceivalbe that 
the “natural regulation” management policy (not law) being used in YNP has resulted in 
mass overpopulation, disease and starvation and the responsible agencies could be liable 
for animal rights violations. If I managed my livestock as the Park manages our wildlife, | 
would be guilty of animal rights violations. 


The preferred alternative (# 7), The Citizens’ Pian to Save Yellowstone Buffalo and Plan 
B all fail to satisfy the purpose of action because the diseased bison from the park still are 
not free roaming and present an even bigger risk to the livestock interests. The SMA's 
bemg proposed do not contain any appreciable increase in winter range. The Gardner area 
is small and the Horse Butte area is essentially as snow bound as the Park. The only 
winter range that would be suitable is further down in the valleys where bison originally 
wintered. These areas can only be made available to disease free bison because of the 
presence of cattle. There are no options for a free roaming herd outside the Park until 
they are freed of this disease. Alternative 5 and 6 with changes, are the only options that 
can satisfy the purpose of this action There is risk of transmission as evidenced in the 
NAS report and the concerns presented in the two court cases. These court cases make it 
clear that the agencies managing the Park and its wildlife must be good neighbors and that 
uncontrolled populations and harboring diseased animals does not fit that definition. Even 
though this DEIS is being presented as a settlement document, a final decision wich does 
not address the disease and allows it to expand outside the Park's boundaries could incur 
serious liability problems for the decision making agencies, including the State of 
Montana. If Montana as a decision maker participates in this court managed process and 
accepts a decision action that harms the livestock industry, Montana will expose itself to 
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Page 19. Risk of Transmission. Page 20, Alternative Interpretation of Risk: Many have 
been led to beheve that brucellosis cannot be transmitted by bison or elk to livestock in the 
wild. The recently published National Academy of Sciences report on brucellosis, which 
was not inchided in the DEIS, concludes: “The risk of bison or elk transmitting 
Brucellosis to cattle is small, but is not zero.”. Brucellosis in bison and elk is identical to 
the organism which infects cattle. There is no doubt, given the opportunity, the disease 
can be transmitted among cattle, elk and bison. Elk/cattie transmission has been 
documented by research conducted at Sybille Wildlife Research Cemer (Thorne et al. 
1979: GTNP. 1993) in Wyoming and bison/cattle transmission has been documented at 
Texas A&M University (Davis 1987 GTNP. 1993). Conclusive epidemiological data 
documents the spread of brucellosis from bison or elk to cattle on at least six occasions in 
Wyoming (from the 1960's through 1989). In addition, epidemiological evidence 
identified brucellosis infected elk as the source of brucellosis in a horse, which was kept on 
a Wyoming elk feedground (1996). Montana elk hunters on two different occasions have 
contracted brucellosis from infected cow elk. Brucellosis has not been transmitted to cattle 
by Park infected bison because they simply have not been allowed to co-mingle. The 
NAS report also found: “Seronegative results do aot necessarily establish the absence of 
infection , because some seronegative animals in chronically infected herds are carrying 
live B. abortus” The NAS team recommends that seropositive animals should be assumed 
for management purposed to be carrying live B. Abortus. 


In regard to risk of transmission several excerpts from the NAS report are pertinent: 
“There is no risk of B. abortus transmission to cattle from bison if bison do not leave 
Yellowstone National Park. Strategies such as discontinuing road grooming (packing 
snow on park roads, which some believe provides an energy-efficient travel route for 
bison) have been suggested to relieve the need for artificial contro! outside the park. But 
an expanding bison population searching for forage is the fundamental force pushing bisor 
out of YNP, and the bison population will continue to increase over several years until a 
high population combined with a harsh winter reduces the population again.” (Executive 
Summary, p.4) and “The current risk of transmission from YNP bison to cattle is low 
because domestic cattle adjacent to the park are vaccinated, cattle are monitored by 
federal agencies, and ranchers are vigilant. However, the risk could increase as 
regulations change and vigilance is reduced.” (Report, p. 55) (emphasis added) 


From May to November we graze livestock in Idaho on the southside of the Centennials, 
40 miles west of the Park. On four occasions bison have nearly co-mingled with our 
cattle. One bull was harvested only 12 miles from I-15 near Spencer, Idaho. This June we 
gathered 200 pairs that were intermingled with about 150 cow and calf elk. These elk 
calve in this area in early June. Forty miles to the south, elk that were being, fed in Idaho, 
were tested positive for brucellosis. All females in our herd are vaccinated «nd have been 
since 1972, but the vaccine is only 67% efficacious. Even though elk go of” and calve by 
themselves, there is risk of transmission to cattle. On September 11, 1998 a Vic x bull 
from YNP was harvested by the Idaho Department of Agriculture one half mile from 535 
cows and calves belonging to our family. This was about thirty miles west of the Park. 
This 4 year old bull tested negative, but if it had tested positive and mixed with our cattle, 
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Montana would have made me test this group of cows before I moved them back to their 
winter range around Glen, Montana. This would have cost no less than $5,350 and 
several cows would have had to be sacrificed because they would be classed as suspects 
due to the use of Strain 19 vaccine. All this work would have had to be done immediately 
because the total process of identifying suspects, slaughtering them and then doing 
cultures at Ames, lowa takes time. Where we manage our livestock in Idaho is high 
summer range and we have been completely snowed out as early as October 23. The fall 
of 1996 was a good example. Montana would not allow any cattle to move until this 
testing occurred. We weaned the calves off these cows on September 28th and sent them 
to Montana. Any delays in the orderly movement of our livestock to their winter ranges in 
Montana would be devastating financially and healthwise. If by chance a reactor was 
found in our herd, and since Montana and Idaho are class free states, under current 
regulations our whole herd would be sent to slaughter and thirty years of genetic 
improvement along with our ranch would go down the drain. It would be a heyday for 


Brucelia abortus organisms can survive in the environment for varying periods of time 
following an abortion or mfected calving. Research in progress in YNP has documented 
that organisms survived in the environment for at least 18 days following abortion by an 
infected bison cow Other research on the survivability of Brucella abortus in the 
environment has shown that the organism can survive for several months, under conditions 
of shade and cold. It was not very warm under any tree in Shotgun Valley, Idaho or on 
Horse Butte during June this year. In a state that is certified as “class free” from 
brucellosis, such es Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho, APHIS protocols for the control of 
brucellosis requires the immediate depopulation of a herd in which a reactor is found. In 
regard to cattle, there is no such thing as a low risk anima] from an infected herd. That 
cow and the whole herd is slaughtered. The APHIS and state laws and rules in regard to 
brucellosis are strict and unforgiving because this disease is so tough to eradicate. All the 
tools we have, must be used and we must be vigilant in our every move and intolerant to 
any risk +The livestock industry is assuming the risk and the majority of the direct and 
indirect costs of any decision action as a result of this DEIS. Only Alternatives 5 and 6 
addross the immediat< action necessary to begin this long and tough task of cleaning this 
disease from our bison, elk, the GYA, our states and our nation. Until this is done, the 
bison will not be free and the elk may indeed become captive because the majority of their 
winter range is provided by deeded land and the elk will not be welcome. 


The Alternative Interpretation of Risk section in the DEIS should never have been 
permitted It is a blatant attempt to discredit the current knowledge we have about 
brucellosis and bison resulting from the limited research that has occurred. This section is 
filled with conjecture that is not backed up by research. It is a splendid example of how 
YNP and the environmental community stonewall if they do not want to address a certain 
issue. The facts are: 
© It has been proven in a controlled scientific experiments at Texas A&M and the 
Sybille Wildlife Research Center that brucellosis can be transmitted between all three 
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¢ Cattle are not allowed to run with Bison in YNP, consequently they are not exposed in 
the wild. 

© Brucellosis is endemic in YNP and abortion rates may differ from a newly exposed 
herd, but the risk of infection to cattle, if exposure occurred, would not be significantly 
decreased. 

© A 25% positive culture result of an active infection in the seropositives is ample 
indication of disease in epidemic proportion given the difficulty of accurate sampling 
and culturing of this intercellular bacteria. 

e If brucellosis cannot be transmitted in the wild., why have 50% of the Park bison been 
exposed and 25% of those are proven to be active carriers? 

¢ If brucellosis cannot be transmitted im the wild, then why did 6% of the elk tested at 
Gardner two years ago test seropositive? 


There is an increased risk of transmission of brucellosis from YNP bison to livestock and 
other wildlife in all alternatives except #5 and #6 with changes Lack of knowledge 
beimg used as an excuse to not solve problems results in problems never being 
resolved. 


Page 22. Economic Impacts of Brucellosis in Cattle: The drafters of the DEIS have done a 
dismal) job in accurately portraying the economic impact brucellosis has had on the 
livestock industry When the national brucellosis eradication effort intensified in 1956, 
there were 127,000 infected herds nationally and 2,434 infected herds in Montana. The 
fact that several thousand cases of undulant fever in humans per year were occurring, led 
to this massive effort to eradicate brucellosis. Brucellosis was the E. coli of the 1950”s. 
To date and in 1997 dollars, Montana has spend $30 million, the Federal 

$5.43 billion and the nation’s livestock producers $5.28 billion for a grand total of $10.75 
billion to eradicate brucellosis from this nation. On a more personal note, since 1972 our 
family has expended $283,000 in vaccinating and surveillance testing and our herd has 
never been infected. 


Incidences of undulant fever have dropped significantly and brucellosis should be 
eradicated from this nation’s cattle herd by year’s end. This only leaves the brucellosis 
infected bison and elk in the GY A. It ts imperative to eradicate this disease from wildlife in 
the GYA. This will free the nation of this disease, give the wildlife of the GYA the 
freedom to roam, and relieve the livestock industry and the tax payer from this financial 
burden. The expense of dealing with this disease is not a cost of doing business, rather it 
is a cost of a disease. Canada has achieved this goal and no longer vaccinates for 
brucellosis Over | million head of heifer calves are vaccinated each year in Montana, 
Idaho, and Wyoming at a cost of 10 million per year to the cattle industry. If these three 
states lost their class free status, it would cost an additional 21 million per year in testing 
costs alone. 


In a report to the Montana Board of Livestock in 1992, the state veterinarian, Dr. Don 
Ferlicka, estimated the costs of testing the average herd of 144 head. If brucellosis spread 
ocours outside the index herd before detection through surveillance, then there is potential 
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to transmit the disease to more than 24 states If only one herd in each state is exposed, 
then 24 additional herds must be traced and tested Under this scenario, a cost of $480 
thousand is the minimum an infected state would spend to eradicate the disease This 
could increase to $5.7 million per state and if 24 states were included, a total cost of 
$136.8 million would be incurred Dr Ferlicka’s model illustrates how expensive 
brucellosis can be, why the rules are so stringent, and how much of a threat brucellosis 
infected bison and elk pose 


In a states that are certified as “class free”, such as Wyoming, Montana, and Idaho, 
APHIS protocols for the control of brucellosis requires the immediate depopulation of a 
herd in which a reactor is found. In regard to cattle, there is no such thing as a low risk 
animal from an infected herd. That cow and the whole herd is destroyed and will most 
likely be replaced in the landscape with condo’ s, for the producer will be flat broke. If one 
reactor was found in our herd, thirty years of genetic selection and the entire herd would 
be lost. Replacement cost would be at least $) 2 million and we would have no option but 
to sell our land to the highest bidder. 


The DEIS mentioned that mterstate and international export of production was important 
to the economic survivability of the livestock indusiry This is especially true in that 
APHIS is regionalizing the country into areas of disease risk. If brucellosis is not 
eradicated from the GYA, Montana, Wyoming and Idaho are sure to be regionalized right 
out of the national and international market as a producer with an equal opportunity. This 
is to say our livestock will be discounted because of the presence of brucellosis in our 
region. The DEIS failed to assess this impact in dollar terms. This is unacceptable 
because it does not give the commenting public 2 true picture of the actual economic 
impact of disadvantaged marketing because brucellosis still affects our area. Anyone 
familiar with the health trade barriers used by Canade and the European Union is aware of 
the costs associated with such actions. These costs are real and it is imperative they be 
known to accurately assess the true economic impact of the presence of brucellosis in the 
GYA 


In 1993 dollars the infrastructure supporting the cattle industry in the GY A had a value of 
approximately $2.27 billion and produced an economic out put to the economy of the 
GYA of $611 million with an equivalency of 9,000 full-time year-round jobs. Because 
brucellosis has the potential to disrupt the exportation of production from all the states 
surrounding YNP, any economic analysis would be incomplete with out an analysis of 
theses states. The infrastructure supporting the industry in Montana, Idaho and Wyoming 
was estimated to be worth $2.9 billion in 1993 dollars and this is equivalent to 43, 548 full 
time jobs.(Brucellosis, Bison, Elk, and Cattle in the Greater Yellowstone Area Defining 
the Problem, Exploring Solutions, 1997). 


In addition to the direct economic costs associated with brucellosis with in the GYA, it is 
imperative to considered the impact of land development and loss of wildlife habitat in and 
around YNP if land owners are forced to change land use because they cannot tolerate the 
risk of a disease nurtured in Park wildlife that negatively affects livestock. Open spaces 
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and critical wildlife year-round habitat will certainly be lost at an accelerating rate. This 
threat cannot be mitigated because the conservation community and the government do 
not have the financial backing the land develops possess. This DEIS did not consider 
these economic or landscape consequences that could result from negative impacts due to 
YNP and other agency policies, especially related to brucellosis 


The “natural regulation” policy of the Park, which allows uncontrolled wildlife numbers, 
along with the infection of brucellosis within this wildlife, has caused a condition which 
cannot be tolerated. The infected bison are subjected to slaughter if they leave and 
starvation if they stay. To the livestock industry, brucellosis brings financial ruin and along 
with it, a change in land use which has the potential to destroy the landscape of the GY A. 
Akernative 5 or alternative 6 with changes are the only acceptable alternatives. We as 
responsible citizens have to do more than just “commit to the eventual eradication of 
Brucellosis”. 


Page 57. Special Management Area: States own and have the right to control wildlife 
with in their boundaries. The Endangered Species Act has altered this to some extent, but 
bison and elk are not endangered. Once YNP bison enter Montana, they belong to the 
people of the state of Montana and are managed by the Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks unless they are inflicted with a livestock disease and then these wildlife 
come under the control of the Department of Livestock. YNP bison are from a 
brucellosis infected bison herd, therefore they fall under the authority of the Department of 
Livestock and the State Veterinarian and rightfully so. The disease issue is the sole 
criteria giving the Department of Livestock managing authority. “Natural Regulation” is 
the current strategy used by YNP to manage wildlife. The administrators of YNP believe 
that this management mode relieves them of all responsibility and accountability of disease 
Department of Livestock and in dealing with YNP officials and the brucellosis infected 
bison, I have been told by several top Park administrators that since the YNP diseased 
bison have moved into Montana, it was no longer YNP’s problem. This management 
policy and uncooperative attitude by YNP made it very difficult for Montana to mange 
this disease problem. 


In the Parker case Judge Brimmer found that“. the policy consideration of not interfering 
with the public’s activity or preserving the natural state of the park do not apply in this 
instance...” and that “...the federal government does not have the discretion to do nothing 
in the fight against a disease which it is perpetuating by its wildlife management practices 
at the NER, GTNP and YNP...”. In the Fund case Judge Lovell ruled “... the Park Service 
can maintain its hands-off policy of bison noa-management only so long as it has the 
cooperation of Montana...” and in his Supplemental Order of January 28, 1991 Judge 
Lovell ruled “... amy healthy animal herd which has reached the capacity of its habitat must 
be controlled and maintained in sumbers within the habitat’s capacity. Theses rulings 
indicate that the “natural regulation” management policy practiced by YNP does not 
exempt them from their responsibility of being a good neighbor to the bordering states. 


sassauisng 


In cooperation with YNP and in sympathy with the diseased infected bison migrating out 
of the Park due to starvation, the Montana Department of Livestock (MDOL) agreed to 
allow the establishment of some experimental SMAs where negative low risk animals 
could flee and possibly survive on summer rangeland not decimated by the severe 
overgrazing occurring within YNP. This effort was based on an intern plan where agency 
cooperation (NPS USFS, APHIS,MDF&P, & MDOL) would facilitate procedures to 
allow the testing of animals exiting the Park. The negative low risk animals were allowed 
to stay in the SMA's and the high risk and positive animals were to be harvested One 
SMA in the Wes: Yellowstone area and one SMA in the Stephen’s Creek area were set up 
under this capture, test and release plan. A third SMA in the Eagle Creek/Bear Creek area 
was established where no control existed unless bison exited over the LittleTrail 
Creek/Maiden Basin hydographic divide. In the winter of 1996-97 when so many bison 
exited, the Park Service did not live up to their cooperative commitment to the long term 
plan and failed to capture all bison leaving the SMA at Stephens Creek They also refused 
to follow the plan and ship all negative bison captured They were fed and released in the 
spring. The MDOL had a difficult time property testing and the starving bison 
in the west SMA. Under an updated long term pian the winter of 1998 brought fewer 
bison, but many problems for the SMA established near West Yellowstone Between 
interference by activists, the strict enforcement of the Endangered Species Act by the 
USFS and the inability to test all the bison entering the SMA due to logistics and trap 
location and security, the West Yellowstone SMA proved totally dysfunctional from a 


The proof is in the pudding From a risk management standpoint and in keeping with the 
purpose of action, the SMA's developed at Gardner and West Yellowstone were complete 
failures. With the exception of the Eagle Creek/Bear Creek SMA, SMAs used as a 
management tool are a failure and are not acceptable from a disease control point of view 
It is my opinion and that of the livestock industry and many state veterinarians, that any 
alternative that includes SMA’s other than Eagle Creek/Bear Creek are unmanageable 
and therefore unacceptable. They are just an extension of YNP and the risks associated 
with the diseased bison that inhabit the Park Diseased bison will continue to exit YNP as 
the result of no population control and lack of forage as stated in the NAS report. In light 
of the above rulings, given the fact that SMAs have been dysfunctional and costly to the 
industry, realizing that they have only increased transmission risk and are not designed as a 
tool to eradicate brucellosis from the YNP biscn, | encourage the agencies not support a 
decision action that includes their use. | remind the State of Montana and the DOL of 
their obligation to protect the livestock industry as they exercise their authority and 
Obligation as a decision maker in this action. Alternative #5 and possibly #6 with 
modification are the only alternatives that will lead to a realistic and workable solution. 


Carrying Capacity: Since 1967, YNP has used “natural regulation” as the management 
policy for preserving this cherished resource for our children and their childrens’ children. 
Under this policy the resource experts (John Varley) in the Park contend that wildlife 
numbers will stabilize at a level allowed by the produ. '\\ ity of the resource. This is to say 
that as forage on the range resource decreases, so will wildlife numbers because of 


reproductive failure and possible winter starvation The resource experts contend that if 
left alone, numbers will be regulated naturally as they were in pre-Columbian times 
“Natural regulation” represents an ideal policy for a bureaucrat because there is no 
accountability o: responsibility, the answer always is, “it is nature's way”. An overview of 
Charles Kay's Testimony "te ore the U.S. House of Representatives Subcommittee on 


National Parks and Public Laads Oversight Heanng on Science and Resource 
Management in the National Park System on February 27, 1997 sheds much light on the 
finding of the NAS that “an expanding bison population searching for forage is the 
fundamental force pushing bison out of YNP” Dr Kay testified that the elk population 
has grown under “natural regulation” to the extent they have severely damaged the 
northern winter range and many of the features of healthy nparian areas. Dr. Kay has 
done extensive research in and around the Park and have brought in leading riparian 
experts to view this resource damage (Dr. David Rosgen, Dr. William Platts, Dr. Robert 
Beschta) Dr. Kay testified “What they saw shocked them. After looking at one stream 
that had blown out and eroded down to Pleistocene gravels, something that has not 
happened in 12,000 years- -all because the elk had destroyed the woody vegetation that 
once protected the stream banks, these experts declared that if you gave them a billion 
dollars they could not put the system back together again.” This then is the type of 
resource Gamage that has occurred under “natural regulation” management 


The natura! regulation management policy within YNP is not returning the resource to an 
ecological condition reported by the first observers. Between 1835 and 1876, 20 parties 
spent 765 days traveling through the Yellowstone ecosystem and reported seeing bison 
three times and elk on the average of one every 18 days. In addition, their journals 
contained 45 references on the lack of game and shortage of food and none reported 
seeing or killing a wolf (Kay 1994). In 1996, there was estimated to be 120,000 free- 
ranging elk (Toman et al. 1997) and 4,000 free-ranging bison (Meagher et al. 1997) in the 
GYA (Brucellosis, Bison. Elk. and Cattle in the Greater Yellowstone Area. Defining the 
Problem, Exploring Solutions 1997) Between 1967 when the Park Service stopped 
controlling elk in Yellowstone and 1988, the park's northern herd increased from a count 
of 3,178 to a count of nearly 20,000 animals (Kay 1990). This is an increase of over 1450 
percent. 


Our family manages livestock o» Us !'S and BLM grazing allotments in Idaho on the 
southside of the Centennial Mouitenn range 30 miles west of YNP. We are constantly 
managing and monitoring livestock use to ensure good resource stewardship The 
managing agencies have set goals and objectives for the desired future condition of the 
resource they manage We follow standard and guidelines to ensure the range resource 
moves in the trends necessary to achieve this desired condition. We are constantly 
monitoring our ranges with agency personnel. Since YNP is very close and all visit often, 
comparisons and observation are common. In my eyes and in the opinion of the 

USFS and BLM resource personnel, the grazing resource in YNP is being 
devastated by the number of ungulates being allowed via the “natural regulation policy”. 
This devastating damage is occurring around the major thermal areas, streams and rivers 
and on the whole northern range. 1 would not be allowed to graze one domestic amma 
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on the allotments | control if they wre in the same condition as now exists on the critical 
winter range m YNP. 


There is no question that disease tra ismission within the Park wildirfe is increased and 
bison migration is accelerated due t« the dramanc increase of ungulate wildlife as a resuli 
of the ‘natural regulation” management policy of YNP. Even though the agencies 
responsible for this DEIS have failec to include resource management and grazing 
capacity within YNP in analyzing th: purpose of action, elk and bison numbers along with 
capacity of the resource are importa 1t elements in reaching a solution and must be 
considered In dealing with this proilem, one must remember again Judge Lovell’s ruling 
in his Supplemental order : “...any h:althy animal herd which has reached the capacity of 
its habitat must be controlled and m:untained in numbers within the habitats capacity” and 
Judge Brimmer’s finding ‘n Parker. “the federal government does not have the discretion 
to do nothing in the fight against a disease which it is perpetuating by its wildlife 
management practices at the NER,GTNP and YNP”. No alternative in this DEIS 
addresses YNP’s grazing capacity 0 the control of ungulate wildlife numbers that is 
perpetuating brucellosis and migration of diseased bison mto Montana. Dr Kay testified 
before Congress that independent scientists doing research in YNP, YNP contract 
researchers and staff researchers wh > present information contrary to the “natural 
regulation” policy being promoted by the Park are harassed. 


Alternatives and Suggested Action Ilan. Considering the complex nature of the remedial 
actions needed to address the purpose of action, only alternative #5 or a modified 
alternative #6 will meet expectation: . It is mmportant to recognize that this DEIS ts only a 
stop gap measure until more affirmative action can be taken to develop a long term 
sohution to the problems of brucelio:as infection in and controlling numbers of wild 
ungulates in the GYA. The massive number of wild ungulates and the degradation of the 
OR ate ED es anea en SNe) ae . 
regulation” management, limits the c 1ances of a successful term action if brucellosis 
control within YNP is not initiated immediately. #5 is the only alternative that adequately 
begins addressing the eradication of brucellosis in bison withm YNP. Thus alternative n 
the long run would cost less money, take less time and result in less bison being destroyed. 
It is imperative that #5 be changed s> vaccination of the negative bison released would 
begin immediately. Vaccination using strain 19, along with test and slaughter, has been 
used successfully to eradicate brucellosis from many bison herds. This vaccine will result 
in some sacrifice of negative animals due to false titers, but it has been effective This 
vaccine has been used throughout the GYA for over 40 years and no safety problems have 
occurred. What better test do we need for safety than this? 1 would feel more 
comfortable if RBS1 was used beca.ise you could adult vaccinate easier and no titer would 
occur. RBS! is new and its efficacy in bison needs to be accurately measured. If Rb5S! is 
as efficacious as strain 19, then it sh suld be used. Safety does not seem to be a problem 
unless you want to make it one and dow down the process. Population estimates in the 
DEIS indicate that #5 will reduce th: bison population to 1250, twice the number needed 
to maintain genetic viability and diversity in the population according to Knowles (DEIS 
page 46). Population would return ip to 2000 head by 2006. Alternative 5 has higher up 
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front costs, but long term costs asscciated with the eventual eradication of the disease 
using other alternatives would far @ ceed the mitial costs of #5. The Eagle Creek/Bear 
Creek SMA could still be used by otson that were tested negative and tagged No other 
changes in #5 would need to be ma e 


Using #5 as the chosen action woul immediately reduce transmission risk to Montana and 
is the quickest means possible to ers dicate the disease from this herd so they could roam 
freely outside the Park in specific ar-as if it was desired later on. #5 would necessitate 
the capture of all bison that are to be: released as negative. It would be a mistake not to 
vaccinate these bison with current v.iccine This would put us years ahead and would 
mutigate the nsks associated with th:: bison co-mingling with infected elk Vaccination 
would also decrease the testing time necessary to clean up the herd. Once the herd is 
clean and if YNP changes policies, t xen population control could result in positive income 
by selling excess clean bison rather than letting them roam freely into other states where 
they could be hunted to generate income There is a good probability that an oral vaccine 
would be developed for bison and elk by the time the herd was clean using #5. Once this 
happers, it may be feasible to vaccir ate orally and only surveillance test those animals 
captured for population control and swe. 


Alternative #6 could be modified if :n effective and safe oral vaccine could be developed 
within a year Bison would only be allowed in the Eagle Creek/Bear Creek SMA Bison 
in the Park would be vaccinated for a two year period under phase 1. Phase 2 would be 
identical to the above described #5 znd would begin on year three. Seronegative bison 
tested at Stephens Creek and Seven Mile bridge would be sent to a quarantine {facility to 
be tested cleaned and sold. All sero vositives from all testing facilities would be sent to 
slaughter As phase 2 was completed, the quarantine facility could be shut down and 
bison captured at Stephens Creek ar d Seven Mile Bridge could be surveillance tested and 
sold. The advantage of #6 is that be.on may be made available to the public much sooner, 
but at a great expense to the taxpayer. The quarantine procedure would last at least 13 
months and the result would most a: suredly be negative animals that would cost more 
than bison purchased on the open m irket. 


All other alternatives are not accepti ble because they employ the use of SMA’s and they 
do not immediately begin to address the eradication of brucellosis. As discussed earlier, 
the MDOL has been unsuccessful in maintaining risk in SMA’s, and their use has proven 
unmanageable. The long term interi n plan being currently used until an acceptable 
alternative is chosen, is not satisfactory A major share of the cost of this plan is paid for 
by the livestock producers in the sta‘e of Montana, not the taxpayers. Consequently the 
livestock industry will monitor the fi nding requirements and responsibility of any decision 
action very carefully. 


Once the bison are freed of disease i1 the Park, the northern elk herd should clean up on 
its Own as experienced in other simil ar situations and referred to in the NAS. As for the 
brucellosis infected elk herds m Wy ming, oral vaccines must immediately be developed 
for use on the feed grounds and feeding of elk in the GYA should be phased out in the 
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long term. As this is accomplished, >rucellosis will be eradicated from the GYA, the risk 
of transmission to livestock will be acceptable and the bison will be free roaming to the 
extent that it is feasibly possible and allowed by the Fish and Game Departments of the 
surrounding states. 


Keeping in mand all the discussions : bove and the findings of facts and the rulings of the 
courts, it is essential that either alter sative #5 or #6, as modified above, be chosen to 
satisfy the purpose of action. The purk bison cannot be freed unless they are free of 
brucellosis and experience has shown that SMA''s are not manageable and increase risk If 
Montana and the Department of Livstock does not protect the livestock industry as 
required by state law or if their actions cause justified sanctions from our importing 
neighbors, then they must be held accountable. It is important for the federal agencies and 
the State of Montana to remember Judge Lovell’s ruling that “The Park Service can 
maintain its ‘hands-off policy of bison non-management only so long as it has the 
cooperation of Montana .. should Montana change its position and demand that 
Yellowstone confine its bison, a diffrent issue is presented. That could conceivably result 
in the court ordering confinement of the bison in the Park”. 


Hopefully these comments are contr ictive and enable the decison making team to design a 
productve action. Thanks for the of portunity to comment. 


AY 


AECL 905 


Cari G. HAKANSSON 


expectations are that these parks and the creatures who inhabit them be 
preserved and protected in a reeponsible and ethical manner. 
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I support the Citizens’ Plan te Seve \ ellowsteue Buffalo. Bison are public property and they 
graze and roam on public land. Therefiuwe they should not be controlled by the Montana 
Department of Livestock. It doesn't mske sense economically and the public would like to see 
more bison. Bison will bring in more p:venue to Montana than cattle and the ranchers will noi be 
: \ deettientin 


Sincen'y, . 
[if faba — 
David Richardson 
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I support the Citizens’ Plan to Seve \'ellowstone Buffado. Buflalo are not livestock and 
should not be controlled by the Departr sent of Livestock. The DOL serves only cattlemen and 
doy 5 not represent the wishes of the pulslic. Since the buffalo belong to the public and they roam 
on public land they should not be cont lied by any third party. The Departments of Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks should not have to fay to remove buffalo for the cattlemen especially when 
they could make a lot of money from the buffalo. The buffalo have roamed for thousands of 
years and if there is a problem with dis: ase in the cattke population then the problem is obviously 
with the cattle, not the buffalo. Thank ou for your consideration in this matter. 


Mcoly,. 
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H HEARTLAND REALTY INVESTOR INC, 
October |, 1998 
Sarah Bransom 
National Park Service 
Interagency Bison Management Plan 
P.O. Box 25287 


Dear Bison Management Planners: 


| am concerned that current draft plans for Yellows: one National Park's bison, the largest free-roaming bison herd in 
the country, would not prevent a mass slaughter vf \vison from occurring again, as happened two winters ago when 
tecarty 1100 park bison were shot. 


Recently, sportsmen, Native Americans, conservati mists, business owners and other citizens have agreed on a 
common sense, science-based proposal for managir g Yellowstone bison. It is called the Citizens Plan to Save 
Yellowstone Bison. \ts main points, which | endorse, are as follows: 


¢ Dan't manage Yellowstone like a z00. Leave bison alone ia the park. 
© Create a special management ares outside the 5 ark where bison can survive harsh winiers managed by wildlife 
professronals. 


¢ Develop scientific bison population goels for tt is special management area and maintam mmimum herd sizes 
below which the herd would not be reduced. 

e When these population goals are exceeded out: ide the park, or when private property or human safety are 
threatened, use traditional wildlife managemen tools to reduce bison numbers - a regulated harvest or 
relocating bison to other areus. 

e Emphasize acquisition of key winter range fror: willing sellers through purchase or conservation casements and 
create incentives that would encourage landow vers to modify livestock operations to increase winter foraging 
Opportunities for bison outside the park. 

¢ Recommend mandatory vaccination of cattle nver the park. 

¢ Begin a program to compensate landowners fo: damage to fences and other structures caused by bison. 


Thank you for your consideration of these important principles that should be incorporated into your final bison 
management plan. 


Very truly yours, 

HEARTLAND REALTY INVESTORS, INC. 
Bie Walle. 

H. William Walker 

President 


Board Member 
National Parks & Conservation Association 


I, Lois G. Herbst, am a cattle rancher I have an economic 
imterest in the bison/bruccliosis issue as relates to National Park. 
T have made several tours with agriculture groups im YNP including the Society of Range 
Management. 

The comments that have beea s:nt to you by the Wyoming Dept. of Agricukurc, 
Wyoming Farm Bureau, Wyoming Sto k Growers Association, the National Cattlemen's Beef 
Association and the United States Aninal Health Association are all directed to specifics of the 
Draft EIS and reflect the position taken by livestock producers. | endorse their comments and 
very specifically want to ask that the comments be incorporated into the final environmental 
impact statement to be prepared in the ‘all of 1999. 

| favor a combination of Alernatives No. 5 and No. 6. 

The management plan finally implemented must initiate immediate control of brucellosis in 
bison and must clearly lay out a plan fo: the eradication of brucellosis from YNP bison. 

There can be no free ranging bi: on out of Yellowstone National Park. 

The Special Managemen Areas are not legal under existing law, and the SMAs wouid 
enlarge the Yellowstone National Park. You are aware that special interest groups want to 
expand the YNP boundaries in such a manner that would harm the livestock industry in Momana 
and Wyoming and Idaho, and the livestck industry has a significant impact on the economies of 
the states border YNP. The draft EIS 1 ninimizes the supact of the livestock industry. 

The “science” used in this draft EIS has been questioned by many, but I would specifically 
ask that you address the issues of poor science as set forth in the comments from the United 
States Animal Health Association. 

As a producer of beef cattle, my son and I use the m \st aggressive herd health program 
available in this state. We want healthy animals. We think it is the kind and humanc aspect of 
busbandry that the YNP should address in the management of the bison. Other National Parks 
have management programs for bison. Natural management is not working with the bison in 
YNP. The bison numbers need controlied to match the available forage in YNP. I am giad that 
there is a congressional study to be dons to evalaate natural regulation and population dynamics 
in management of wild ungulates on the Northern Range. 


ee lel, 


Herbst Lazy TY Cattle Co. 
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September 2, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team, National Park Service 
PO Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Attn: Sarah Bransom, DSC-RP 
Gentlemen: 


The EIS pertaining to management of buffalo should be redrafted 
to incorporate the Citizen's Plan, which should be analyzed as 
a viable alternative. We are appalled that you would consider 
granting absolute management authority to the Montana Board of 
Livestock, who have absolutely no interest in buffalo welfare. 
While ranchers are concerned about brucellosis, there is no 
scientific evidence that this disease has ever been transferred 
from buffalo to cattle. 


The Citizen's Plan is scientifically sound and endorsed by over 
16 conservation organizations and the Inter-Tribal Bison 
Cooperative. This is an alternative to destroying healthy 
bison. Buffalo should be allowed to roam free on public lands. 
They are wildlife, not livestock, and have a right to live on 
our public lands as other wildlife do. 


We are completely opposed to the plan as it has been drafted and 
strongly urge you to consider and adopt the Citizen's 
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INTERNATIONAL HUNTING, FISHING & PHOTOGRAPHIC CONSULTANTS 


August 20, 1998 
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National Park Service - Sara Bransom 
DSC-RP 

Post Office Box@5287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Bison Management Team: 


I reviewed your draft on the A, Management stam, = uotiove some 
modifications are necessary in inal management plan for bison. Two points 
should be expanded considerably. 


The use of sportsmen to control excess numbers of a wildlife species has always 
proven to be the most effective, as far as cost and the end results. Sportsmen 
should be used more aggressively in the management of bison. Past bison 
hunting seasons in Montana were not set up in the spirit of fair chase. Taking 
five hunters in at a time in an almost execution style was political suicide for 
buffalo hunting. The bison should be harvest similar to late elk hunting. Several 
thousand elk are harvested each year around Gardiner. There is plenty of 
shooting and gutting those animals with limited negative impact. The positive 
impact of controlling the elk numbers far outweigh them. Bison hunting should 
be conducted on a random drawing. Allow the hunters to hunt when and where 
they want, unsupervised. The hunting permit should be valid for a year. 
Whenever bison might appear, the sportsman could be called upon. 


At the same time this bison plan is deve a more aggressive harvest of elk in 
the Gardiner area should be addressed. re are just too many elk in the park. 
For whatever reason, restrictive harvest seems to be the standard form of 
management. I have seen in reports on the area that locals have even voiced 
objection to issuing more bull elk permits, simply because there would be fewer 
shed antlers to be found on the winter range, which is absurd. Reduction of elk 
herds in this area is an integral part of future management of these buffalo. 


The buffalo hunting area should include the Slough Creek Drainage. Buffalo 
Creek, Hellroaring, areas north to Yankee Jim Canyon, parts of the Gallatin 
Canyon, the Madison River Valley clear to Cameron, Montana, and the Cooke 
City area as well. 
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The su golem Gas sends should Go cused to cnowmabiies within she peck is 
absurd. pa LY gy de whether is 
an open road or not. Thousands of elk cage Gp pass park cach year in deep snow, 
to close roads is 

using snowmobiles 
oe ee gf BA to close these roads to snowmobiles, you better 
close them to automobiles as well. 


Yellowstone Park was created for the benefit and enjoyment of the people - all 
people! Keep it that way. 


Great efforts have been made to allow space for grizzly bears, the gray wolf, 
which includes ive trans activities into their former ranges. But 
what about the buffalo. Most of the Spano cal Pes connianeees Sencies @° 
buffalo for testing. Why can't the buffalo be moved to other regions where 
populations can be restored? 


~~ CMR Wiidlife Re is a prime 1 a large block of public land that 
as a wi fe vefuge, yet the t that was once most common in 
this area is absent. Why? 

Sportsmen could be counted on to support such a bison reintroduction effort, 
~~ if they were called upon to manage them via sport hunting in the 
Please involve sportsmen more in the mapgggmant of tatiste and identify areas 
where buffalo could be restored outside of Yellowstone Park 


truly, 


tcheson, Jr. 
J3r/cde 
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JESSIE M. HARRIS 
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September 23, 1998 


Ms. Sarah Bransom 

Interagency Bison Management Plan, DSC-RP 
P. O. Box 25287 

Denver,Co 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


I amwriting in support of the Citiszens' Plan for bison 
management. 


I found it disgraceful that we butcher the bison when (1) 
Wyoming ranchers will not give their cattle the shots to prevent 
brucellosis, (2) when there is no proof that cattle contact the 
cranaee from the bison, and (3) when the elk are also carrying 

e disease. 


The government should not be in the business of killing or 
Supporting the killing of wildlife except in cases of absolute 
necessity, and this is not such a case. 


Please adopt the Citizens’ Plan. No plan is perfect but 
this is the best we got. 


Sincerely, 


—eesis y Hanes! 


Jessie M. Harris 
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a t res pec T, Re: Draft Environmental impact Statement ("DEIS") for the Management of Bison in 


The issue is & public safety ‘Ssue, Bo th scene 
the risk ef Chisease trarsmission a5 well as the To Whom It May Concern: 
direct phy sien | threat of bison +c people, rues foc lk 1 protest the seven flawed inte = temetemmes 
and private property needs to be considered, oun. > aset = ie 


Tbe de facto CX pansion of Ye [loustoue ‘ys the humane strategies such as those in The Bison Alternative. 

nerthe- needed uer desi , Specifically, the Bison Alternative has better provisions: 

* Immediately close Yellowstone National Park to snowmobile use and prohibit trail 
grooraing. 


' ° Prohibit cattle grazing and permit unrestricted buffalo access to all public lands adjacem 
Sincerely, to the western and northern borders of Yellowstone. 


WA ¢ Modify cattle grazing practices on private lands - with compensation to affected ranchers 
- and acquire these lands as additional winter range for buffalo and other wildlife. 


¢ _Locrease landowner tolerance for free-ranging buffalo. 
© Prohibit the quarantine and vaccination of wild buffalo. 

* Immediately stop the capture and slaughter of buffalo 

* Prohibit the reestablishment of a public buffalo hunt in Montana. 


Very truly yours, 
Cheryl L. 


Ss 


KING RANCH 


YELL-8829 


October 14, 1998 


Ms. Sara Branson 
Interagency Bison Managem:nt Pian 
DC-R 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, Colorado 80225-02$'7 


Dear Ms. Branson: 


I am writing concernin:3 the United States Animal Health Association 
(USAHA) Interagency Bison Management Plan for Montana and 
Yellowstone National Park. Etruceliosis has cost United States cattlemen 
millions of dollars over the years. We are within sight of brucellosis 
eradication in the US cow herds. We can now implement a program to clean 
up the bison. I feel it would b= a grievous mistake if we can’t move forward 
to do away with the Bison brucellosis problem. If we do not, a black cloud 
will hang over our industry w:1til it is accomplished. 


I know there is resistan 3¢ to the eradication efforts, however it is my 
hope that good sense will pre vail and we can do away with the brucellosis 
problem in the bison in the United States. I feel that foreign countries will 
view this as a positive step for our industry. If Alternative 6 is the most 
feasible, and it seems to be, I would hope it could be implemented as soon 
as possible. If we can not implement a program to eradicate brucellosis it 
will be another sad reflection on our society to deal with domestic problems. 


SS 


YELL-3339 


Publisher of "Glen Canyon* 


September 9, 1998 


Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Branson: 


We strongly oppose the Preferred Alternative. It is 
merely thinly disguised business-as-usual: catering to the 
same old tiny handful of stock growers at the expense of the 
rest of the 265 million citizens who own the lands of the 
Public Trust and the many millions who travel from across 
the globe to experience the wonders of Yellowstone. 


The real issue here, of course, goes beyond the case at 
hand. Of the 100 million head of beef cattle produced in the 
U.S. in 1997 (Nat. Agric. Stat. Svc.). only 3% were raised 
on all the public lands in the eleven western states. Yet 
the tiny handful of involved ranchers manage to dictate 
wildlife management across this vast area of Public Trust - 
our wilderness areas, our forests, our savannahs and 
rangelands. They fence, road, sign, stock pond, water tank, 
windmill, salt lick, elsctrify, and cattle guard our land; 
they turn Lord Hereford's helpless, stupid, foreign, highly 
destructive creatures loose with only the occasional 
wrangler to keep them oit of the riparian bottoms so needed 
by our wildlife; they waine about losses to predators which 
OF COURSE prey upon suc easy marke and they even refuse to 
buy insurance against loss like all the rest of us in 
business have to do. 


YELL-33389 contd. 


Their influence even extends into our parks. And all 
this for the tiny number of allotment holders in the 
disputed bison winter range area of the Gallatin. For how 
many cows? Maybe 2,0007 Just buy the cows and be done with 
it. For what it has already cost and what it will cost we 
taxpayers to study, incubate, study some more, finally 
implement one of your BIS proposals, and then deal with an 
endless dispute, the cows could be bought several times over 
and the ranchers sent to happy retirement in the Bahamas. 
And the private land? Condemn it. When Yellowstone was set 
aside no one had the least notion of the ecosystem concept. 
We now understand and it is the duty of NPS to recommend - 
nay, to scream to the heavens and through the halls of 
congress for the necessary additions — not to cringe in fear 
of the agribusinessman lobby. 


Alternatively, NPS has enough good will and the usual 
interagency coercive ability to work some kind of a deal 
with USDA to retire the involved allotments. Remember, these 
subsidized ranchers holi licenses, not *rights.* The only 
rights any of us have are contained in the Constitution and 
its amendments. Just like a license to practice medicine or 
law or operate a bank or drive an automobile, if you abuse 
it you lose it. The involved allotments have had many 
violations of their management and annual operating plans. 
Point the violations out to USDA and insist upon action. 


By whatever approach, in the long run it will be far 
cheaper and easier to jist pay off or otherwise get rid of 
these few ranchers to free up the needed winter range and an 
adequate buffer zone to satisfy even the most rabid 
brucellosis worrier. 


Yellowstone is not just a national park, it is the 
shining remmant of the un-cowed, the lost American West that 
is beloved throughout tre world. Please try hard to 
recognize this. 

Thank you for your attention. 

Very truly yours, 
Steven Hannon = 


cc: Mr. Bruce Babbitt 


207.22.4.23 


VELL - 13033 


Saturday, July 18, 1998 - 13:12:39 psa EST 
a lastmame: LaCrosse 


comments: Killing bison around Yellowstone Park (or anywhere else) is not necessary. It is barbaric 
unsporting, unethical and disgusting. Please select “Pian B", the “Bison Alternative” as the new 
managements plan. 


Cattle need to be removed and no gr: zing allowed in or near Yellowstone. Bison are wildlife and 
should be given this status and treate i as such. 
If there is any vaccinating to be done it is only logical to do it to the cattle, not the bison. 


DO not waste tax dollars on a quarra tine facility. This is a bad idea. Much better results will be 
obtained by using other means 
and implementing the measures called for in Plan B. 


Dan LaCrosse, Office Manager. 
LaCrosse Associates 


SLNINWOD 


LANCE W. HOLTER 


f-0-Ae 25297 
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LEONARD, STREET AND DEINARD Page 2 


PROFESSIONAL ANSOCTATION 


Thank you for your consideration of these important principles that should be incorporated into 
your final bison management plan. 


Very truly yours, 


og — Ct 


National Park Service BES\jm 
Interagency Bison Management Pian 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Bison Management Planners: 


I visit Yellowstone Park and its back country often in summers. For me, one of the wonders of 
Yellowstone over the years has been its free-roaming bison herds in the Lamar Valley. | am 
concemed that current draft plans fxr Yellowstone National Park's bison, the largest free- 
roaming bison herd in the country, would not prevent a mass slaughter of bison from occurring 
again, es happened two winters ago when nearly |,100 park bison were shot. 


Recently, sportsmen, Native Americ:as, conservationists, business owners and ober citizens 
have agreed on a common sense, science-based proposal for managing Yellowstone bison. |t is 
called the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yeliowstone Bison. kis main points, which | endorse, are as 
follows: 


. Don’t manage Yellowstone lik: a 200. Leave bison alone in the park. 

° Create a special management area outside the park ‘vhere bison can survive harsh winters 
managed by wildlife professior als. 

° Develop scientific bison population goals for this special management area and maintain 
méinieum herd sizes below which the herd would not be reduced. 

° When these population goals sre exceeded outside the park, or when private property or 
human safety are threatened, use traditional wildlife management tools to reduce bison 
gumbers - a regulated harvest or relocating bisc:: to other areas. 

. Emphasize acquisition of key winter range from willing sellers through purchase or 
conservation easements and create incentives that would encourage landowners to modify 
livestock operations to imcreasc winter foraging opportunities for bison outside the park. 

° Recommend mandatory vaccia stion of cattle near the park. 

. Begin a program to compensete landowners for damage to fences and other structures 
caused by bison. 


Fe IN! 


MARK A. LICHTENFELD 
ATTORNEY AT LAW ° 


July 23, 1998 


Please find ay public coments on the draft EIS 
Bison sanagenent . 


; 2 T C Light Touch Chiropractic 


SUL - 05-2 


Dear Sarah Branscom, 


| am opposed to plans outlined by the National Park Service in the draft Environmental 
Impact Statersent for managiag the Yellowstone buflalo herd. All of the options in the Statement mean 
buffalo will be killed unnecessarily. This herd is a national treasure, and every effort should be made to 
protect the integrity and tong term vitality of the herd and the Yellowstone ecosystem. 


Your Preferred Alternative fails so actively pursue preservation of buffalo or the 
eavironment. The use of capture, test and slaughter facilities as the primary means of limiting the herd's 
access to off- Yellowstone land puts the blame on the buffalo. instead, | support exctuding cattle from 
lands designated for wildlife and urge the aggressive acquisition of additional lands for buffalo winter 
pasture. | alto urge you to consider live removal of buffalo to tribal herds and other grassland areas as a 
last option instead of killing 


Buffalo are sacred relatives to Native peopics. The EIS proposals ignore or gloss over 


Native religious or cultural relationships with buffalo. These buffalo are survivors of pest massacres, and 
shooting them only repeats an historic injustice. | support a compictc consultation with Native tribes and 


Lat y bok 


, oh he 


YELL-9649 


LOCKWOOD PROPERTIES TRUST 


October 1, 1998 


Dear National Park Service, 


I am sending you this letter, m hopes that you would support the Citizen’s 
Plan for managing the buffalo. | feel that Buffalo should be allowed to roam 
free on the public lands, which are adjacent to the Yelowstone National 
Park. | feel that if the “carrying capacity” of these lands, is not sufficient for 
the amount of buffalo, the state and federal agencies should acquire 
additional winter range next to the Park. Also, I feel that an alternative to 
destroying bison would be to move the excess, healthy bison to Indian 
reservations or other public lands. Bison are part of wildlife, not livestock. 
They should be managed by wildlife professionals for enjoyment of the 
public, in a wild and ~atural setting on public and tribal lands, rather than by 
the livestock officials who only serve a single and special interest. | urge 
you to please re-draft the EIS and incorporate the Citizen’s Plan into the 
document and also to analyze it as a viable alternative. Thank you. 
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August 31, 1998 


Bison Management Team 

National Park Servic: - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Bison Management Team, 


I want wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone. | oppose the “Preferred Alternative” recommended 
by the State of Muntana and the federal government. The government plan continues the unnecessary 
killing of buffalo moving to public lands outside the Park. It gives the Montana Board of Livestock, 
not wildlife professionals, control over key buffalo management decisions. And, it gives cattle 
priority over wildlife on public lands that surround Yellowstone National Park. We can do better 


Yellowstone's buffalo are too important to sacrifice im this manner. They are a part of our heritage 
and a source of pride to us all. Purthermore, the “Preferred Alternative” would set dangerous 
precedent for the management of efk and all other wildlife species. This must not be allowed to 
happen. 


Instead of your “Preferred Alternative”, | endorse the Citizen’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, 

which includes these management strategies 

® Creating a large special management area outside the Park where buffalo can use public lands 
to survive harsh winters, and where wildlife professionals will manage them. 

e Develop scientific buffalo population goals for this special management area outside the Park. 

6 Using traditional wildlife management tools of fair chase hunting and relocation (in this case 
to Indien reservations or public lands) when population goals are exceeded, or when private 
lands or human safety are threatened. 

Requiring vaccination of cattle in the adjacent to the special management areas. 

® Adjusting cattle grazing times and patterns on public lands bordering the Park to preven: 
conflicts with buffalo during the buffalo's calving season. 

e Acquiring through purchase or easement key winter range adjacent to the Park 


These strategies will maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo and protect the interests of the livestock 
industry in a balanced, common sense manner. Please adopt a plan that includes these strategies 


Au.D. Lh. 


LONTZ MANUFACTURING COMPITY 
METAL FORMING + FABRICATION + WELDING + MACHINING + LASER CUTTING 


Pree: BILL PEELFG 8-11-08 15:34 FP. 003 
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Dear Bison Management Team: YELL 87 


October 30, 1998 
I want wild, free-roaming buffalo im Yellowstone. | oppose the “Preferred Akernative” recommended by the 
Governor Marc Racicot \Eu- 6377 State of Montana and the federal government. The government plan continues the umnecessary killing of 
Stave Capisol buffalo moving to public lands outsade the Park. It gives the Montana Board of Livestock, not wikilife 
Helena, Montana 59620 professionais, control over key buffalo management decisions. Aad, it gives cattle priority over wikiliée 01 
public lands that sunound Yellowstone National Park. We can do better. 
Dear Governor Racicot: 
Yellowstone's buffalo are too amportant to sacrifice im this manner. They are « part of our heritage and a 
h is may understanding that it is still possible to make « comment on the Bison Management Pian for the source of pride to us all. Furthermore, the “Preferred Alternative” would set dangerous precedent for ts 
Yellowstone Park herd. it has been a long-standing interest of mine and is one of my paramount game manage- management of ek and all other wildlife species. This aust aot be allowed to happen. 


ment goals to have public hunting re-established for bison in the Northern Hesd of Yellowstone Park. . 
Instead of your “Preferred Akernative™, I endorse the Citigens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, whic 


I thoroughly understand all of the problems with the brucellosis in the head and have been following the wocludes these management strategies: . 
controversy for all the years that it has been going on. Needless to say, | believe in sport hunting and the neces- © Creating a large special management area outside the Park where buffalo can use public lands to surv ve 
sity for heving sport hunting t help cull the herds. harsh winters, and where wildlife professioanis will manage them. 

; Using traditional wildlife i ctindentetnalahatnttnam ote 

The one single thing that bothers me is the pushiag back of the desires for sport hunting. The sportsmen ° management case, ’ 
and women of Montana were wld that if we backed off and let the various state and national government agen- ~~ (lee eee eerste aie 
cies tackle this problem, we could again hunt bison. I fear that we will be shelved and no thought given 0 allow- . , 

the to hunt bison. There is still so much over berween the State of ¢ Requiring veccination of cattle im and adjacent to the special management areas. 

Nese dts Uied Sr tet pram legis os rca Ow pvow cums; | * Mutat pun nn ater pu ce ny Pt 0 pve iw 
management by taking the public by the hand and poiating out the bison 2 be shot got us nowhere and left a bad buffalo during the buffalo's calving season. 


impression in the public and the sporupersons’ minds. We have got to modify this so thet we can allow the @ Acquiring through purchase or easement key winter range adjaceat to the Park. 
hunters to work within guidelines, but not have the wardens herding the hunters up to the bison. These ios will maintain wild, £ , on os te on 


Could we have some limited hunting of bulls only? Slace the brucellosis is mainly transmivaed by the ccna commen cues cums. Cemmpamigse gin Gut Gated Cap Gang 
female bison, who are the main carriers of the disease, it could be an alternative. Additionally, by shooting the Sincerely, 
bulls only, it could be more of a means of blunting criticism by the animal rights groups. 


“a 
In closing, Governor Racicot, it is my single intention to keep reminding everyone that is working on ths y 

problem of animal health, overgrazing of range, interplay between governmental agencies and those who sec in ie eh 

these animals a symbol of our Western heritage, that the hunter's voice is not forgowen nor ignored when the 

final prtution is ninde of what to do with the problems ai haad. 


Thank you for your time and patience. All the best to you! 


6A 


a JEU - DOH 
'”  Microban Products Company MILLS, SHERMAN, GiLLIAM AND Goopwin, PS.C. 


28 September 1998 


Bison Management Pian EIS Team, National Park Service 
Attention: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 


EMERGENCY Prvsicians + St. EvizaseTH Meorcar CENTER 


YELL -(9731 


Ms. Sarah Bransom 
PO Box 25287 
D 0225-990 Bison Management Plan, DSC-RP 
= ' P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 
To: Ms. Bransom Dear Ms. Bransom: 


The “preferred alternative” outlined in the Environmental Impact Statement that was 

released in earty June grants the Montana Board of Livestock the power to shoot buffalo 
crossing park boundaries. Over 1,000 bison were slaughtered during the 1996-97 winter 
when they went searching for food in Montana. Despite scientific evidence proving that 
buffalo do not regularly transmit brucellosis to cattle, Montana Governor Marc Racicot 


I want to express my support for the Citizens’ Pian to Save Yellowstone 
Buffalo. | am very much opposed to the Government Plan. I want to maintain wild 
and free-roaming buffalo m Yellowstone National Park. | want to be sure buffhlo 
population goals for the special management area outside of the Park are based on 
science, aot emotion. We can maintain s wild population of buffalo by working with 
neighboring ranchers with lands adjacent to the special management area to 


ordered these killings. The Park Service needs to re-draft the Environmental Impact 
, vaccinate cattle and to develop a plan to compensate ranchers who suffer any 
parents pencorrPremcive | Sooomc damage dso but. Thee the costo gusoe the racer guns 
, . : and tested for losses will be very little, as the risk has been exaggerated. In any event, the cost 
tcwellca. Healthy bfflo would be tanapred to private lade, where they coed Havers no | killing (managing) the buffalo wil be sigaificen It wil be les expensive and more 
roam freely, be respected and valued as a part of the tribes’ cultural heritage. These Jon C Sanur ro | Sensible to manage the population eccording to the Citizens’ Plan. We can do better 
buffalo will again be restored to the freedom and dignity of a free-ranging species and anes than the current Government Pian. Please pass my concems and desires along to 
returned to our public lands. If additional land is needed, state and federal agencies , those who will make this decision. 
should acquire additional winter range next to the park yo that bison are not slaughtered. Peter D. GOOOWwnN. mp 
jes L Cores. np 4 
Bison are wildlife; wildlife professionals should manage them for enjoyment by the 
public in a wild and natural setting. My parents just returned from Yeilowstone and K LAMONT Sram, no oo a 
when I visit | want to see the same wild environment as in their pictures. | hope to see Mar Fransun, BO 
what our lands once were with great wild herds roaming free. Sherman MD 
Marx | Graver. DO 
LaROw F. KENDALL HO 
R ‘ STER-EN O BERNARDON. MD 
Patace T Bower mo 
pica R Gestomer 0D CacGann ro 
Stephen A. Payne JON | SCHOTT. Ho 
Daw L BROEN. ND 
Dans 1. PERAZZO. MO 
Grecory D. SWEENEY. MD 
Davo M. StaNroRTH, MD 
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Oral testimony taken at Colonial inn, TB on July 27, 1998. 


Thank you very much. Robert Gopher is my name, I'm a Chippewa and I'm affiliated with the 
Montana International and I'm the advisor of it and also [ am involved with this 
buffalo jump 


First of all, I'm in the process of writing a book to cooperate with the State of Montana, the 
people of Montana to bring about the historic values of the buffalo, Indians and that's what the 
book will be sbout. Sorry to say that to have to be like you, I have to copyright the book, then 
it's going to be sold. The book will be written to give an accurate information forever concerning 
the North American Iadian and its continent. 


First of all, | am an advocate of all forms of life and we only took the buffalo as we needed them, 
in our days. Our ancestors did, and we never carried it out to destroy them in a barbaric manner. 
This buffalo, this animal was always healthy and that's why | am here, | regret that | only have 
five mimutes. 


| believe that you complain to the officials of Montana, federal officials, they never accurately 
consult us concerning the taking of the buffalo, they overstep the boundaries of the Yellowstone 
Park, and we would be glad to give input. But at the same time, the State of Montana has 
neglected to do this and that creates understanding in our way that we're only a second-class 
citizen to the State of Montana and we would be glad to get involved. Our children in the 
classrooms that they would sce us, how we brought us the buffalo. We would give that input to 
you and instead of slaughtering them as they come out, I'm very against that. | believe that I can 
say that everything has a right to live and everything has a right to life and everything has the 
right to have good health like the buffalo. 


We talk about the brucel'osis and I believe that if there was the brucellosis long ago already, 
your cattle would have been affected. I don't want to accept that to be truc, and I am very against 
the way the buffalo has been slaughtcred in that area. I also know of, observed, there are some 
white brothers in the Yellowstone area who are willing to cooperate to save the buffalo. On 
behalf of them, I'd like wo see them be involved in it respectfully, to be recognized if there is a 
possible way that could be done with the buffalo and in my understanding of the buffalo 
nowadays, it belongs to the public, to the people of Montana, to the people of the nation and as 
well as that, we do have a lot of attractions in Montana. People from all over the world, they 
come to see the only buffalo that's still living in the wild. That's one of the values that we should 
respect and I would like to see. I'm saying that Montana International can write up anything you 
want because we are good writers like you, if not better. So thank you very much. 


b+ 


Montana Livestock 


Date: September 2, 1°96 
To: Bison Managem nt Plan EIS Tean 
Sorienet Park Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 


From: Tim H. Gill, President — >“ 7 § at = 


RE: Draft xzIs 


the Philosophy that there te or will se a "wil Management starts os 


park {| boundaries, 
final idispositior 


° 5's, with 

@ rea) 

: 29 #) and a 
ae herd. 


specifically: 


4) Developing a vaccination process that will utilize 
Gisease immunization that the rest of the | ralaceel 


world (including endangered species) recogn 


5) taptstaste p———ree » capacity of all park wildlife withir 
— boundaries, with emphasis on seli 
pA without starvation and habitat epeetien. 
Learning to live within the means of current 

| 


In conclusion, the only acceptable alternatives raised in the Draft 
BIS are numbers five (5) and six (6), provided they accommodate 
true eradication of brucellosis in the park, and a mandate that the 


national park live within its current real resources. 


November 2, 1998 


Bison Management Plea EIS Team 

National Park Servico-Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


RE: Comments to Draft EIS for the interagency Bison Management Pian for the State 
Montana and Yellowstone National Park. a 


Dear Ms. Bransom. 


CERTIFIED MAIL-RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 


Eaciosed please find comments and materials responding to the Draft EIS (“Bison DEIS”) 
for the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the State of Moutana and Yellowstone National 
Park which wes issued by the National Park Service on June 1, 1998. These comments are 
submitted on behalf of Edward P. Dougherty, Yellowstone Tour and Travel; Town of West 
Yellowstone, Montana, West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce, Montana Snowmobile 
Association, American Council of Seowmobile Associations, and the BlueRibbon Coalition 
Please eote thet any or all of these individuals, organizations, or their members may submit 
additional comments, and any such comments shell supplement these comments and are 
incorporated by reference. 


The above-named individuals aad organizations are Defeadant-Intervenors in the Fund For 
Animals v. Babbits, (D.D.C., Civ. No. 97-1126) (“Babbixt”), which addresses winter recreation, 
tachsding trail grooming for over-enow vehicles, and bison management. The settiement 
agreement entered into in the Rabbitt case requires the National Park Service t. complete a winter 
wee EIS to address the efflects of trail grooming for over-mow vehicles, including snowmobiles 
and snow coaches, upon the migration of bison both inside and outside of the Yellowstone 
National Park (“the Park”). Four (4) of the seven (7) alternatives proposed in the Bison DEIS, 
the subject of these comments, restrict over-mnow access to and within the Park which effectively 
eaunates viable alternatives from ia the upcoming Draft EIS for winter use. See, generally, 40 


Bison Management Pien EIS Team 
November 2, 1998 
Page -2 


CFR, § 1506.1. in other words, ections proposed through the Bison EIS will limit the choice of 
reasonable alternatives in the winter use EIS. Accordingly, the only alternstives that mov bs 
chosen for the Bison HIS are Ahernuative |, No-Action, Alternative 4, Interim Plan with Limised 
Public Hunting and Quarantine, and Alternative 7, Preferred Alseruative-Manage for Specific 
Bisoa Population Range. 


The other Bison EIS ehernatives contain impermissible restrictions on winter recreation. 
For instance, Alternative 2 proposes the elimination of trail grooming on aumerous presently 
grooraed roads (West Yellowstone to Madison, Madison to the Fountain Preight Road north of 
Old Faithful, Medison to Norria, end Norris to Mesumoth). The reason for these closures 
was “to help control un-aatural bison migration” Ahernative 2 would wall over 50% of 
the park visitors utilizing over-anow vehicles incheding snowsnvbiles and snow coaches. 
Alternative 5 establishes capture-test facilities which would eliminate over-enow vehicles dus to 
the plowing of roads (West Yellowstone to Medison, Madison south part-way tu Old Faithful, 
Madisoa to Norris, Norris to Canyon, Canyoa south to Fishing Bridge through the Hayden Valley 
and Fishing Bridge east to Pelican Valley). Similar to Alternative 5, Alternative 6 establishes a 
test-capture facility at Seven-hélle Bridge which necessitates road grooming (which clminates 
over-snow vehicles) the first seven (7) sailles from the Town of West Yellowstone to the bridge 
site but would eventually expand to the same roads es Alternative 5. Alternative 6 is proposed for 
use for ten (10) years and would similarty be devastating to winter access. 


Ahernative 3 proposes research as to whether the winter grooming of roads affects bison 
migration end would close roads if research demonstrated that the road groorning would 
coatribute to bison migration out of the Park.’ This isque wes thoroughly discussed in the 
comments we submitted December 15, 1997, on behalf the defendent-intervenors on the 
Temporary Closure of a Winter Road EA. (“Road Closure EA Comments”) A copy of those 
comments ead attachments are inchuded with these comments aud are incorporated by reference 
here. Many of the same issues were analyzed in the previous comments end will only be 
susumearized here. 


I fact, there is no evidence to support the notion that “ua-neturel migration” slong 
groomed trails is a significant occurrence. le fact, the evidence shows that the great bulk of bison. 
migration occurs slong stream beds rather than groomed trails. See Roed Closure E.A. 
Comments st pp. 5-11 and referenced attachments. 


? ‘It is an odd apgument that in order to control the bisan herd size and to avoid its 
migration end potential spread of bruceliceis, that it is better to let the bisoe starve and suffer an 
agonizing death, possibly in greater sumbers than the controlled alternative. It is even odder that 
animal rights activists advocate such a horrible death for the bison over more humane end lamited 
herd culling measures. Their suggested method itself is likely to cause an extreme, adverse 
envircamenstal impact that must be addressed. 
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Bison Management Plea EIS Tcam 
Noveasber 2, 1998 
Page - 3 


The Bison DEIS fails to adequately address the devastating effect elimination of over- 
snow use of snowmobiles and snow coaches will have on Park visitors, concessionsires, gateway 
comsmunities, recreation interests, American with Disavilikies Act interests, and wildlife. See, 
Road Closure EA Comments pp. 6-14, 16-18 and its referenced attachments. The Bison DEIS 
leo falls to consider grooming additional roads in the Park that may provide the bison with other 
Park access thus imiting their need to migrate outside of the Park for forages in the winter. Such 
an ahernative is definitely within a reasonable range of alternatives as it appears that the Park 
Service desires to keep the bison within the Park boundaries. 


We do not believe the Bison DIS adequately considers the Winter Use EIS that is in its 
drafting stags. To consider alternaiives in the Bison DEJS thet would eliminate alternatives to be 
proposed in the Winter Use EIS is a direct violation of NEPA and the CEQ regulations. 40 CFR § 
1506.1. Pusther, the comments received in tho Road Closure EA and the decision memo on thet 
EA cite to sumerous concerns surrounding closure of the Grand Loop to over-enow use thet were 
not adequately considered in the Bison DEIS and must be considered here. The Bison DEIS also 
fails to consider snd adequately snalyze cumulative impacts upon winter use. We respectfully 
request, therefore, that any alternative selected in the Bison EIS have ao negative effect upon 
over snow use, including spowmobiling and snow coach access to the Park during the winter By 
selecting an ebernntive that does act negatively affect winter recreation, the proper renge of 
alternatives to be considered in the Winter Use EIS will remain intact. 


Respectfully Submitted, 
MOORE & McFADDEN, CHARTERED 
Susan E. Buxton 
cc: Superintendent, Yellowstone National Park 

State of Idaho 

State of Montana 

Stave of Wyoming 

Clients 


RE: Comments to Temporary Closure of o Winter Read EA 


Dear Planning Office ead Deciding Official: 


Enclosed please find comments and exsterials reaponding to the Envircemental Asscomment 
Temporary Closure of 2 Winter Read (the “EA*) issued by Gs Yellowstone Nationa Pack Ghee 
“Park”) on November 15, 1997. Thess comments ase cubmined on behalf of Eéwesd P. 
Dougherty, Yellowstone Tous & Travel; Towe of Wen Yellowstons, Montana; Wen Yellowstens 
Chamber of Commerce; Rey N. Browa; Moatess Snowmobile Association; American Council 
of Saowsnblis Associations; and BiucRtibben Coalition, lac. Please note that any or afi of these 
individuals, ergenizations, er their members may subunit additional comments, end any such 
comments shall supplement these comments and ave hereby incorporated by reference. 


The sbove-aamed individuals end ergenizaticns moved to intervens is Ge Pond Ox 
Animals v. Bobbin (D.D.C., Civ. No. 97-1126) (“Babbin") prior to anncuncomen of Ge 
ecttloment agpeement which ultimetely led to this BA. The motion to intervens wes eventually 
denied, but os proposed intorvenors we subenitted documents sddvessing the proposed settiemem: 

in he context of other Park planning effers. Those exgements ese haseby incerpornted 
by reference, and ths following pleadings exe attached heseto os exhibits to thes: comments: 


lors 
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Bxhibh °A° Comments auf Objections of Applica: for Intervention, Béwerd P. 
Deughesty, ot al, in Re: Proposed Settiement, amached Affidavit: of Sunn EB. 
Buxton, and the following sttachmeats to Gs Buxten 


Am. 1- Settlement A peement end D6OU in Mantena v. United Sees (“Montesa") 
Am. 2- Cover and Eacerpts Som 1997 Winter Visler Use Stady 

Aa. 3- Excerps fror: internal Deaf Review EIS Prepased in Consext of Montana 
Seetiemnent 

Am. 4- Loner trom ‘egal Counsel, Meatena Dapt. of Commesce 

Am. S- YNP Winter Map & Guide 

Am. 6- Affidavit of Styde G. Secly 

Am. T- Decksaticn of Béwesd P. Dougherty 


Exhibi “B° Affidevis of Ex ward P. Dougherty; 

Exhibie °C° Affidavi: of Ruy N. Brown; 

Exhibk “D° Affidevi: of F.W. “Bil* Howell; 

Exhibit “E* Affidevis of Gien Loomis; 

Bxbibi “F* Affidavi of Viti B. Eggers; 

Exhib "G° Affidavi: of C wistins A. Jourdain, 

Bxhibis “H° Affidavit of Aiea D. Brown; 

Exhibi: T° Affidavi: of Adena Cock. 
During pececamtion of these arguments in Rabbis, Counsel for he Park Service and Federal 
Defendants argued tat many of ty: legal issues raised during Ge Wtigatica in Washington D.C. 
would be appropriate for peescat dion daring any subsoquest administrative decision-making 
process. Ses, Exhibi: °)° amach:d beset, Transcript of Oceober 27, 1997 Hearing on Joint 
Motica for Dismissal and for Approval of Seailement Agreement is Fund v. Babbin, at 36-39: 

[Whe see ao probiem...cs long as interested persces hove an cppormalty © 

participate in the process a: d file comments as spproprinte, including the kinds of 

comments thet Ms. Buxtos wes raising in sagard t whether Gore's 2 problem wih 

@e CEQ saguiations. That is Ge dhe to do kt. And Ge tims & challengs any kind 


ef action Gat we're talking bout teat sequises NEPA analysis is whee ow decision 
is made, I Gink. 
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We Ghevefocs sclterats these argements, te addition to other, is eespemss t Gs fheegeig 
invitation. 


Given ths ovelution of this BA, hes umitiglichy of engsing planing efforts, ths atmnined 
Gsagreement between experts con erning ths effects of the propesed closnses, and the subetentiol 
euviconmental end soclesconemic detriment Gat is Ubsly to fellow any burried inplementatica, 
the caly viable choice in this proves is Alerantive 4. No implementation decision con legally 
Gow from an EA in Gis unique fiucmnal and procedural content. 


Ls Tin BA Brno (oma Ronch 2 Prodetermsiond Borst batt Mat Riguendy 
Evaiusie All Ingnt- 


Logic dictates Gat any planning peocess under Gs Nations! Baviscamental Policy Act 
("NEPA”) should be on epen-ceited evaluation of alternatives. Jedicial interpeonticn suppers 
this logic, for “Ti! NEPA mandates anything, & mandates Gis: 2 federal aguacy conest am 
Grough a project befase first weighing the pres and cons of des aiteruntives.° Simmons vy. ILS. 
Army Conga of Enginsers, 120 F.1d 664, 670 (1h Cis. 1997). This BA wes conceived sccosding 
to an extremely short and infieai sie schedule duc primarily to Ge fect Gat Ge BA is 0 conned 
bargained-for provision in settlennat of Bund Sor Anisesis v. Rabbis @.D.C., Civ. No. 97-1128) 
(CRabhia”). te Gis unique comext, 8 is even move important t conduct Gs BA with Ge geanal 
enderstanding teat all decision options, inciading the option to select the ao-action alteruntive, 
gman be faathdully preserved: 


Comments that Ge (proposed) intervenor groups (jn Babbitd and other measbers 
of te public we going © make in any ene of Goss PURPA] process wll 
abeolutely have teasing 02 Ge seat. These is so guasemine Gat Gore will be 2 
rood closure. Pieiatifis (Fund for Animals| might act went t heer Get....And if 
we Gecids act to cless a send, ths Plaintifis can’t come tack hese and uy 
enforce Gis settlement ani say, “You said you were going to close a send.’ We 
4i4 act say Gat. We have every intention of hearing ext any member of Ge 


Exhibi: °J° anached berets, Tramscrigt of October 27, 1997 Hearing on Joist Motica far 
Disanissal and for Agprovel of ‘iettlemest Agreement im Bebbig. af 44 (quoting Counsel for 
Secretary Babbin and Federal Defendants). Even Plaintifis in that litigation recognize Gast tis 
bargained-for process canact achieve a predetermined result. 1d at 24 (“The closures eve ant 
being determined now. The wail :losures hove not been determined.°). We simply ask that Gs 
Park sow fulfill te obligation Gat ucither this, nox any pro-process agresmest, could mullify. 
The Pack auust vigoveutly and carefally evaluate Ge aocessity for and potential impact of Ge 
aterentives preecated. 
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TL = Tha._ Agumez_bes_ Already Determined, het_on_ EA bh on Tneppregriots 
Machen to Effect Reed Comme, 


Aa BA can enly be used to implement actions Ghat dp act present any possiblity of 0 
significant effect cn Go bumen mavicument. 40 CPR. § 1908.13; Remnfetion Or Nord 
Americon Wild Sheep v. 1.3.D.A.., 681 F.26 1172, 1177-1178 Ga Cr. 1983 (ENAWS. 
@e ageacy is unable to sender such 0 finding, and “substantial questions ae caieed whether 2 
project may have a significant effect upon he brmen enviscament, on EIS (envicemecatel impact 
statement] must be peopesed.° Ik. ot 1178. An BA Gus leaves Gs egeacy with two decision 
options: (1) iesuance of a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) asseciated with eslecticn 
of cus of the alternatives for inpb-mecatation; or (7) declaration Gat tes potential for significant 
ienpect exists sufficient to soquire: preparation of an EIS. 40 C.F.R. § 1908.9. Budgemry or 
logistic constraints caamot excuse the need to generate an EIS wader this stendesd. 


The EA cannot property reach o FONSI when Gs agency has sieady decided Gut road 
closures should be addressed thrvugh the more rigorous EIS process. At preseat, the Park is 
committed to generation at least two EISs which consider winter recreational management issues, 
inctading sad closues. One EIS will be generated as 2 cesult of ths come eetfiement in Bobbi, 
at lenached this EA. The secon! EIS began after the November, 1995, setfiament of litigation 
Qeought by Ge Stats of Montens, and a Draft Review copy of tat ERS bes been completed, 
although the final DEES will Mkely reflect additional changes tw és existing document (the “Bison 
EIS"). Ses, Exhibis “3° ot 38; Exhibh A, attachment 3. As 2 component of the settlement that 
imitionsd the Bison EES, on lntcrien Bison Plan wes generated Ghrongh an EA puscess (tho “Interim 
Bisons EA”). While te potential fr enmual amendment to the Interim Bison EA is 
by some participants in that process, the August, 1996, Interim Bison EA semaine the primary 
fimal product of the planning efforts stemming from the Montags Migaticn. 


lnpet during Ges Interim Hiscn EA suggested thet snowmobile restrictions be imposed 
through that EA process. This suggestion was sejected, and the agency conchoded Ghat exch 
sestriction “is beyond the scope of this short term interim management plen designed to manage 
bison migrating from the Park into Moatama. This alternative will be considend ia the long term 
EES.° Exhibit “K° attached heseto, interim Bison BA, August 9, 1996, ot S4. This statement 
seveals two important concepts. Conceptually, te limited scope provided by the EA process 
failed to support consideration of the potential impacts suggested by 2 mownobiie-restriction 
aherantive. Additionally, Ge Part Saperistendest end Intermountain Field Acca Director both 
acknowledged that snowmobile ust: restrictions ase propariy addiscesed in he BES process, act on 
BA. Approval of sestrictions, even under the guise of rescarch, would diectly contradict the 
ageacy's previous position. 


While the agency steadfanly denied any connection between te Bison EIS and the 
planning agreed-to in Rabbis, common sense and other documents egget ctberwise. For 
fastance, on November 4, 1997, » Winter Use Vishor Mesting wes conducted by various Park 
pessoanel, and first on ths agenda at that mecsting wes “discussion of Ge [Rsbhiet) laweult....° 
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Exhibis °L° sttached hevets, notes from Winter Visitor Use Mesting of 11/4/97, at 1. Among Gs 
isoans to discuss concerning the ‘winter road EA for temporary closuse" is “how to cossdinat: 
with ths bison EIS....° 1d, These would be late aced to “coordinate” totally unseleted activities. 
As was argeed at length during Babhiat, ons canact ressonsbly argus that closures of ts sams 
soad ase unselated based upon the whether the closure is instituted to stady bison responses or a8 


an acknowledged bison management measure. 
HL «The EA Felis to Property Characterize its Underiying Purpose and Need 


The EA fails to provide an adequate opportunity to comment, because the Purpcse and 
Need, and related portions of the Proposal for Actioa, fail to describe the action alternatives ia 
any mcaningfol detall. The Purpose and Need section set forth im chapter | essentially describes 
(avec (3) reasons for conducting the EA: (1) “to gather information in csder to better evaluate the 
effects of groomed winter snow roads on bison migration pe’ (2) “to understand visitor-use 
patterns thet may occur with a closure"; and (3) to comp! .. he Babbig settlement. As an 
initia) matter, the EA cannot spring solely from the third purpose, siace such @ position would 
esscatiaily present a circular justification that there is a aced © conduct an EA because the agency 
agreed t conduct an EA.' Analysis should therefore focus on the first aad second purposes. 


The EA fails to adequately connect its asserted purpose with the presented actions. Never 
does the EA explain why the existing body of knowledge will be eahaaced to such 2 degree that 
managemeat options will suddenly become clarified. Trail grooming hes occurred since sbout 
1981, but bison research hes been occurring for a much longer tims period. Doctor Castick's 
review details Iiserally hundreds of studies and observations addressing the purported need.’ 
Compared to many actions proposed through NEPA processes, there seems to be 2 significant 
amount of research addressing the purported need. In reality, this research offers mixed sesul 
that do not uniformly support the specified road closures as management tools. We sed © 
conduct edequate research to property understand management subjects could form the basis for 
on-the-ground activities, thea ageacies would be provided a curious incentive to proclaim 
ignorance when embarking upon a NEPA process. Management actions proposed through NEPA 
should reflect the culmination of research, aot its genesis. 


: We submited a Freedom of laformation Act request asking for documents in which the 
Park addressed research on grooming effects on bison. An independent exnphesis of this issue by he Park 
would provide a lerge volume of documents to sech request, however, we received relatively few 
documents. This would suggest that the axiden emphasis of closing roads in order to research these effects 
stems primarily from te Bebbis settlement, where the Piaintifis initia) position wes a complete suspension 
of all motorized use in the Park pending additional study. 


8 While Dr. Caslick's review is extensive, i fails to inchade Ge work conducted by Dr. 
Charts Kay, Uh State University, regarding recreational use and wikdilfe management in te Past. Sen. 
6.8. Key, CE. 1990. Yellowstone's northern elk herd: a crbical evaluation of the “Mesural Regulation" 
paradign. Ph.D. Gssertation, Utah Sues University, Logan. 
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Ths BA Sills to ever explain what type of escuch wil bs conducted. Addidomlly, Gs 
BA tails to addcess why this cessecch is uniquely mceningfel and con cally eccur in connection 
with és specific proposed road ci wares. Stated Giffsseatly, ths BA expects its sender t whe 2 
leap of faith in seeming Ghat gout cow odvences will eccur Gesngh ts undefined secesch 
proposed, and that Gis groundbvenking insight can enly be chuiaed Grough wall cose. 
Several major flaws plague this type of proposal. Since Gs propesed action inchudes vagus and 
undefined reecerch, both ths geazal public and other qualified expert: cannot respond & hs 
proposal during Ge EA process. Sec, Exhibi: “MM” comments of Jerry Thisssen. Assuming 2 
sesearch design is contemplated, that design con only be seveaied long after expization of all 
public input to Ge EA. Once aga, such a result perverts NEPA's public disclosure mandan:. 


| 
| 
f 
| 


many 
U.S. Supreme Court bas indicated thet CBQ's interpretation is entisfed to substantial deference. 
Robertson v. Methow Valley Oitis on Comme, 490 U.S. 332, 355-356 (1989); Andens v, Sierra 
Cash, 442 U.S. 347, 358 (1979). Those coguiations clarify Ge term “significant” os & is wed io 
tas NEPA context, and note Ghat @¢ term “sequives considerations of both context and imteasity.° 
4 C.F.R. § 1908.27. As pest of th: intensity analysis, 2 decisicnmater aust evaluate: 


@ Ths degres which Ge effects on the quality of hs men covircement 
ave likely to be highly com roversial. 


G) The degree t whbd Ge possible effcs: on Gs bumen covircament an 
highly uncertain or invelv:: unique or unknown risks. 


40 C.F.R. § 1908.27). The Ninth Circuk hes determined hat “[a] federal action is 
coutroversial if ‘s substantial Gap: te exists os to its sine, entre, ox cilect.'" Grocepeece Action 
v Eranklia, 14 F.34 1324, 1333 ‘Sth Cir. 1992) (quoting EMAWS, 681 F.26 ot 1162). Ths, 
where responses t© Ge propowd ection fom ‘comervetionion, ticlogin, anf cher 
knowledgesble individuals, fare] aff highly critical’ of on EA and ase “all Gaputiog fu) 
couctusion, te Niath Circuit has refused to allow an BA alone to justify the proposed action. 
ENAWGS, 681 F.2d & 1182. 


The BA action alternatives ase highly controversial as defined by CEQ end the Ninth 
Ciscuk. This controversy exists on several levels. The EA itclf admits hat “itjhere is 0 
Giffereace in oplaica among bick gists shout how this closure may affect bisce herds from te 
Hayden end Pelican valicys.° EA 4.2.1.5. Comments from other biologists farther defies Gis 
dispute. Ses. 0.§.. comments ‘Yom Jerry Thisssen submined concurrently here wih or 
comments, and Gs Sits of Moctara. In fact, the ressasch ced within Ge BA doses ont 
universally support Ge premise Gu 1 elimination of groomed ssowmoblie walls will increase bisca 


Cot 8 


whaer mortality. Extrapolation of Copeland's MS Gesis addsessing wolverias behavier t bisa 
in Gs Pack seems to steutch Gat week thr beyond its intended application.’ The Anne MS Ges 
G@locunses varied scovarch efforts, aud Amss suggests, among other Gings, at interaction connd 
by secreation activity inceseses wikis energy expendiaus. Aun, E_B., 1901, ngect of Wier 
Recscationiats en WEG in 0 Portion of Yellowstcns National Park, ot 85. However, Ges 
energy demands are ast considered, and Gs EA is apparently based on Gs hypothesis Gu: 
elimination of groomed waits will incsease swess cn wintering bison. To the extent any of the 
G@see stadies ched by Ge EA discors Gis issues, Gey ase equivocal is concheding that recreational 
uss of the Park bas allowed bison to artificially survive winter. 


Ths EA acknowledges Gat ons of hs convoversial eflects of any wall closure would bs 
the potential fer accelerated death of biccs on Ge winter range within Gs Park. BA, 4.2.1.5. 
Whether additional bisce winterki—i will occur, ts extent of such eccolerated winterkill, ox Ge 
aesthetic, spirinaal, and biologic fax plications of each winterkill are all “controversies” within Ge 
CSQ regulations posed by Ge EA. 


The Gecussion of the preosding paragraph (and amch of Ge EA) may well be academic 
eccording to acw scecasch insuei by Ge Nations! Academy of Scicaces. Cheville, N-F., 
McCullough, D.R. & Puuisoa, LR. 1997. Brucellosis in Ge Geenter YeRowstone Ascn, Nationsi 
Academy Press (publication anticipated in 1998).‘ Part Bi of that search specifically addvemes 
the influences of grooming wiste: roads upon bisen movement, and refetes the hypothesis hat 
wall grooming bes contributed to acsveses in bisce population. Following an extensive seview 
of the ineremave (inchoding Meag! ex and Anne scesasch) and independent research, @+ actos 
provide a subcmatial body of ev:dence sefuting Ge gremiss for Gs EA. Accosding w tek 
Gudings, tes authors concinds that bison wevel crons-coumry as offen as Gary use groomed roads, 
that population growd: hes been cx extant before and after grocmed reads were svellable and used 
Uy bison, and Gat mortally is comsolied by factors ether Gan grocating. te short, “[XJhere seems 
to be lietle supporting evidence 2f an withmate effect of road grooming ce bisce populstics 
@yammics.” 14, ot Part Gi, p. 24. Ouse may be pecssed to even characterise Gs EA's efiecn: o 
coatroversial, for Ge present buy of scicatific sescarch scoms t sorely reject tee BA's 
Gasoretical foundation. 


® Mary Meagher hes cautioned “h would be 2 mistake to equate bissa bislogically, and wha 

= wih any ether ungulates in Yellowstone, particulacty ek.* Forward » Meagher, MM... 
Wieser Recreation-tnduced C anges in Bison Numbers end Distribution in Yellowstone National 

ebaadnastnesain Wf comparteon of two large enguians 
is questionable, 8 would soem @ifficadh to drew conchusizes shout 
activities of wolverians in central ida! o. While bisse and elk are unguives grazer, welverines ase aomadk 
carnivores which frequently move @ roughou! an extensive howe range. 

e This work sespoads directly on inquiry frem Secoutry Babbin mgarding brucefess 
witdn és Park's vicinity. The ress:ech wes selsnsed Gs public in anid-December, 1997, and may bs 
viewed on he laternst ot bity.//wwv map. ote/vendingroem/tcoks/tincanh. 
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Ia addition to the diclogic iasses Get ame hotly Gupuned, hex we be 
individeats whe ase willing t abyt Gs BA‘s hastily-echioved conchsioas shout econsmic 
impects. As tee comments (end cffidevite, whose applicable) of Kim Rasp, Roy Browa, Viki 
ee 


Theoretical assumptions, sxh os Gs analogy to Gs 1995-1996 “federal chutdown’ 
experience ase questioned. During Ge “shut down” tourists wore cheady present 2 Wen 
Yeowsent and other comammitixs eccesdiing to their previcusiy-made ples. in Gs precemt 
siuation, Ge poses sclcases fom Ge Pack heave caused confession anf love maid ip 
cancelintions of seservations dus to Ge thar of any potential for clesuse. Alcs, Ge “dt down” 
was a temporary situation, with Ge Puck ssopening in a mamter of Gags. The “diat down” conmst 
provide an amalagy t the looming Great of seasceal closnss envisioned by Gs BA. 


Asthmatic problems exist, lacteding Ge there t acts Got we mumbers comstiend 
mowmeblies, not vishors, thereby seducing Gs level of visitativa in gateway communities. The 
sundies conducted by the States of Montene and Wyoming bob indicate Gat Ge EA gually 
wndscestinates he potential econamic impact of visitor use mctrictions in Ge Park. Ounce again, 
és EA's conciasicns about the offices of the EA action alterantives are highly controversial. 


The agency certainly faces « @ificult task in striking he apgecprints management baleace 
is Ge Park. Some might enggest Gat h would be impcesibis w mabe a decizion in Ge Pack Gxt 
would act be “controversial.” Hcwever, NEPA does act peevert ene fom striking ths tough 
balance ip such ciscumstances, & merely prevents dscleration of Gat balance through on BA. 
Given Gs admitted uncertainty acd serises Gepute shout Ge astere and effact of any ecdicn 
eheruative, he NPS cannot imple: at Ghose actions without condacting on EIS. 


MY The Existence of C eeuiative begets Procindes Ingicmentation Grongh on 
me 


Similiar 10 the preceding sec ica, Ge CEQ regulations counsel Gat individeel actions which 
have a cumulative effect upon the !umen cuvircement must be considered in evebsating intensity 
@aring Ge “significance” inquiry. The CEQ seguiations aote Gat comulative impacts con incinds 
“other past, prescat, and reascusbly ferceceable fetere actions....° 40 C.F.R § 1508.7. When 
am ageaty falls to consider “the ixipect Gat afi past, present, and reasonably foresccable fewe 
projects say have ce the [Park's] wescusces” & cannot property uke action unices an EES is 
pocpered. LaPlomme v. FERC, 852 F.2d 398, 402 Gth Cir. 1908). Ounce again, he BA inl 
adunits és existence of such rensor sbly foscscenble actions, but falls to address their commiative 
effect in connection with any of @¢ siteruntives presented in Gs EA. 


Numerous other methods at being considered t manage winter bieca activity in he Bison 
HES. The BA suggests that “devices Gat hinder bison movement” are being considered cumsids 
of Gis EA process. BA af 2.1. Thess ditermets mothode/Gevices lnchade facing, bacing, and 


Sof is 


quaneis Gat would cllow passage vy seceentienion bat would act be ovemed by bisen, Gxt an 
being stadied and considered for ves in Go Pack. However, Gs syusegistic effects of Gece acess 
ase mover ensiyesd in Ge HA. Sinilecly, Ge cageing pleasing bs eccunting under Gs hoxin 
Bison BA which effects tisen sovements beth lnsids and eutside Go Pack, tut Os errhp 
Qeswoen these ciferts and he altecantives bs Gis EA we acver Gscuseed. This oversight mens 
carious given Ge sapcated emphe: is during the Rabbit tigation of the possibts sclaticn besweca 
the various plansing effors. Even if Goss cumulative effec: con somehow be deemed ace 
significant’, Ge EA does act prov de such a facteal defense because these potentially comuiative 
effects ase simply oct Gecussed. On tis polat aloas Ge EA suffers 0 fated procedural flew. 


Vi, Tan EA Bole to Drier Legelis-Mendeted Ansizals of Petenfiel beget 
Dadangered Spec os. 


tsoaically, Ge EA cefiect: 2 flaw that formed a contral allegation of the complaias ia he 
Babiis Gtignticn. Despite Ge existence of several species leted under Ge Badangered Species 
Act ('ESA"), Ge EA tails to conduct sequised consultation in a timely thchicn, but culy anerts 
Goat “couples of Gis document will be sent to Gs USFWS for informal conssiation under Section 
7 of @e ESA.” EA 15. The assertion Gat informal consaitation wil be sufficient coms 
contradict a later assertion Gat ‘(jhe NPS would conmht wih Ge USFWS on the gray voll 
Alnoruntive 4 is selected.” EA 12 4.5.1.6. In other words, Ge agency mas 0 aeed © condect 
more rigerous consuiution caly if i selects Gee no-ecticn alterantive, but will rely on informal 
consultation sinmiasous to Ge fecision process if an action aiteruntive is sslecend. 


The EA strategy fails to 1200t BSA and NEPA seqeisoments. An agency cannot address 
ESA mandeses 3 2s sfertoagia, for NEPA reqnises pooper Gscussion and peescutation of issess 
carty tn Gee decision-making peccess. Ses. Save he Youk Comenines v. Back, 860 F.26 714, 
718 Ga Cir. 968), 0 CFR. § 1908.270)0). The Park's other pleasing efforts meffect 
gwesensss of this basic principle, for other EAs refer  coasaftation and bislogical assceamecats 
counpleted befose Getribution o’ Ge BA for public comment. Exhibh “HN” amached beseto, 
Summary end cutiins of EA addr: ssing Madison Jeactios wo Norris Junction soad sepals (attaching 
completed biological asscssment!. The preseat EA essumes Gat so formal consultation will be 
reqaized through sdoption of any action alternative, acts that Ge Park expects to consult sayway 
even Wf ao action s implemeate!, and Gctates Gee thee that will be allowed for even informal 
consultation, despite the great vncertainty surrounding the interrelation of Gs Park's verious 
cescusces. NEPA docs act com cue Gils procedure. 


8 As ected shove, sich a corciusion would be Giffical to reach given the fact het other 
planning effoen hove eccurved Gr egh Ge EES process, act usunnre of om BA 


e Qus should sho 20 ¢ Ge Madison-Norris Read BA will apparently bs on public review for 
@® daga, os cppaned to Gs 30 days colected for his BA. Son, Summary, ot 2. 
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Aside Gem procedural errors, hs BA tills to eccount for potentioliy digaificest tagects 
Get he praupesed actions mag hove upon endangered qpecios. Fer instenss, exp lecreess fe 
eveliable costion will p-teatially have on effect upon grianty bears. The EA Geesies Gat exch 
an effect would be bens’cial. BA 2 4.2.1.6. However, Gis incecnss may not be “beneficial” any 
mose tas chundance of forage comblacd with a series of exlld wiaters bes been “bensficial” for 
bison papuiatiom. According w tee sp>ctiation of ths EA, management actions designed to kill 
bison could actually lend to 2 cnc-ikas glut of cavion coonting some impect cn ppinsly 
Sieniler effects coc!d cccur for wolves, er could effect hs intractions berwesn 
grizziics aad wotves. How-ver, Ge EA secognizes Gat even lees is knows shout wolf us: of 
gr074:d asces Geen unguletes. While Gees potential adverse os unknown impacts would ypically 
wastess ics geevatie. the BA consistently adopes bilesfel ignorance os 0 wenngemet 
philosoply. 


YI. Tha RA Enis to Adeguately Rocoguinn the Potential for Adverse begacts to 
Pack Resouress. 


The EA summarily glosses over he issus of where bison will congregets sad wevel, in 
both the short and long texm. While these is mined support at best for Ge conclusion, Gs EA's 
unspecified rescarch will be designed to test the hypothesis that the sbecace of groomed walls wil 
prevest bisca from accessing babiesal winter foraging wens. Mf this hypothesis is corsect, bison 
will have to wavel and congregets: somewhere. The implick assumpticn is Gat anny will Gic 
through failed efforts 0 Gand edequate fosage ox eacessive energy drain Ghrough wavel. However, 
hese populstics effects wil] act ocom magically or instantly, and any evented morulity will be 
preceded by weeks, if act ancuths, of activity. No attempt is made » conduct e senscned sanlysis 
of the impacts cocated by this activity. The EA sommarily, and perhaps corectly, implies Gat 
bison may congregate ia thermal asees. EA af 4.2.1.1. Ths cuphomistic statement hat “fijhis 
may have an additive effect of wknowa consequences en Ge local ecology...° clessly parallels 
the geacrel standard Gat actions which “may have 2 significant effect’ connst be implemented 
Grough an EA. 1d; EMAWS, 661 F.2d ot 1178. The fact heat bison may, or we supposed to, 
die Gheough Ge proposed action causes concern, but even move weubling is Gs BAs falless to 
consider the possible impact cn other part sescurces during the slow process of winterkil. 


The EA's Giscussion of Germal impacts fessshadows its inability © mceningfelly Giscices 
possible adverse consequences of te proposed action. For instance, if bisce heve historically 
wtilined lydrogpaphic feameses for winter wavel, end have bern Gisplaced to new sely on groomed 
trails os wovelways, Gey would potuntially be fosced t revert to rivers as major Wevel soutes. 
The sessesch siseady indicates Gat bison migrate ase dumsinnts along the rivers and very fow oxi 
the Posk on ths grouaned roads. Nevertheless, Ge EA thils to discuss Gee woter quality impects 
associated with Gis scenario, fer Gee Clean Water Act does not Sanit its scouting t man-made 
polietents. The preceding scemasio is far Gem cortnin, and is probably golly of Ge ome 
ovessinpiification seen in he BA, but the relevess feet is ths EAs failure to conduct meaningfal 
G@ecunsion of potential impact: stemming trom the proposed ectien. Sinailariy, Ge sight of bincn 
slowly starving in the Park is an ebvicus potential effect (if the questionable basis fer study is 


We i8 


7/ 


Beyoud the Park itself, the EA falls to consider tnpacts in che Yellowstone area Ghat may 
stem fom the proposed action. Fer instance, in discussing other potential for secrestional 
opportenity, the EA suggests that winter visitors to arens Mae West Yellowstons might find 
alternate sites to visk outside the Park. As & does in ansiyzing biclogic issuss, Ge EA 


The EA admits that other planing efforts are considering read closwes. The EA meations 
at beth the Bison EIS and the update to the 1990 Winter Use Plan “may propose additional er 
@iffeseat road closure options.° EA a 1.5. in addition to these two ElSs, the winter secreation 
ERS Gas the NPS hes agvesd conduct as part of the Rebhig setiemen will Wkely eddress Ge 
road closure issue. The CEQ regulations exist to prevent exactly this sort of foreshadowing of 
BES iexzes through the EA process. Additionally, the selection of the Hayden Valley closue 
seems 8 transpareal attempt to divide and conquer the gateway communities by slowly creating 
closuse momentam through individual clovare decisions. On the peeseat facts and known long- 
term planning strategies, ncither common scase nor the lew allows closures Mike those proposed 
is the EA to be made outside of the EIS process. 
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EX. ‘ha RA Bells te Consifer 2 Sefictort Ronee of Alternate te the Propel 
ich, 


Is bs procccupation wit tastisting wall closures, Gs BA tills t Gesuss 0 eonscusbis 
sange of chesnstives Gat would eccomplich the pusperted ened for Gs BA: to conduct eescach. 
Beth Gs CEQ and couts hove long secagnined Gat Gs conge of cherustives “ls Gs beast of Gs 
euviscamental impact satement.° 40 CFR. § 1902.14. Ths mange is also coltically inporum 
wan EA. Sumoss, 129 F.24 ot 668. This BA falls victim w bs own confining guassis, fer bt 
falls cm recognize Gat bs supposedly cxires to address sessasch citernntives, ant just management 
closuses. Thus, when Giscussing aiteruntives considesed but sujected, Gs EA somains Uenited by 
its focus on seed clasuse in addscssing Gs purported used. When viewed peaperty, Gove ase 
qumeseus otter sessnsch ehtaruntives Gat chould be considered in a proper enaiysis. Fer iashace, 
if ene hypothesis maiamins Ghat bicen uilliss geeemed Gavebuays shmgly becmuss Ghose seutes 
exist (as eppesed to 2 knows o: instinctive ened tp seach 2 cormin dostinntion), Gen such 2 
hypothesis could be toned by greeming aw soads and moultering bisen use of Geese historically 
emtraveled soutss. As meutionsd shove, mumeseus ether matheds, such as tracing, hazing, ox 
qunnel qyetems, might inflcsnce tices movement without lestisting sococsticnsl closuss. 
Ressasch in Colorado demonstrates tnt éser prefer to migrate ever berweys instead of hrough 
qunnets under the Gerways. Gives és limited scisntific backing for Gs propesed action, his EA 
auust consider ciher management efforts to comply with NEPA. 


The songs of siternatives issues farther sevesis Ge BA's febuse to dcfins is proposed 
sussarch, fer without some specification of the prepeced mesesch, cus cannst ever evalua 
whether 2 ssascnsble sange of aitecnstives hes been geesented. As io bed Ge BA ond BS 
analyzed io Seemans, Ge ageacy is agparentiy caly commuitied to Corunsiations of Ge scientific 
poocess that will incteds send closure. MEPA dees ast ellow euch 0 cne-Gimensicndl feos in 


addvessing a broad geasral ased. 
X. Ma Voli Date Sepperts Adoption of Any EA Action Aternstios 
is Ge cltimate balance, Ge EA asks Gs public t support o management sctice Gxt bs 


presen: 2 Gifficuh cost-bencfls Gicmme Mf the acticn shterentives were quantified and driven by 
swong scientific supper. When te only cortainty in Gs equation is that adverse sociseconcmic 
= Sas, S ae = bpd fA - bY 
munagemecst through experimcatsticn. acts os o costedien Nation's 
qwengases, ust as 2 team of susceschers manipulating 0 Gynamic cavircamest with Ge primary 
mandate cf hypothesis tasting. te te gt hwy 
Gis balancing wtimettiy expporss durentive, éscision 
t eccur is on BA. GOCE. § 1508.270K1) (lnpece Goat any be both bansficiel and adverse 
(should be considered in evabunting intensity}. A significant effect may exist even if Gs Federal 
agency believes Gat on balance Gee effect will be bensficial.*). 


TA 


‘This BA pecsents a unique concepenel issue, for & proposes to implement management 
Closuses for Gs auscrted purposes of Ginding ext what good and bed Ging: wil echt. This 
approach is founded upon Ge poumise Gat Ge ogency chaply dees act know encugh to support 
the subject closuses on its present information, for Mf avaliable science supperted hs closures, 
Gave would be ap asad to construct o “used for sessasch:” eationsie. This coentive approach would 
oltionately eviscerate NEPA, for under Ge EA's rativanic, a greater ste of ignorance would 
crests a more compelling need to proposs concrete actions. 


ZL The BA Deaton, Dieciones the. Severity of Economic Ingects to Ge 
Locke 


The BA thlls to adequately dleciess or balance Ge severe impacts Gut any of Ge action 
eheruntives will have upon the gutewey comamnitios. The anny flows in this analysis have been 
Getaiied by Kim Resp on behalf of he Suns of Wycmning Department of Commerce, Division of 
Stase Parks & Histeric Sites, Gee State of Montana, Viki Eggers, Glen Loomis, Ciyds Sesley, and 
Bl Howell, among others. We will act attempt to sevisk every arguement hese. The EA relies 
ca a shmplistic analysis Geet state department‘s of commence have siseady sefsted with moss secon 
dam. The EA fills to property catrapolate lost sevemne peojections, in some instances dus © 
simple arithmetic ersor (0.4. these t0 acknowledge amt EA deta vefiected snowmobile mambers, 
uot visieos mumbers). As Mr. Rasp hes explained, when these errors are conected, the low aad 
high end economic loss cotimates ase cubstanticiiy greater Gan projected by Ge EA. For 
example, Alterantive 1, tee proposed sctlan, should Glaplay a high vals of marty §$ 2 sillica 
dollars if caly the correct expendiouse/visisor vaine is used. 


The EA also fails 0 conduct analysis of secondary economic effects. As the Affidavits 
of BGI Howell and Giese Locnis explain, wuriem sovenses seciscuiate Groughout a town The 
Went Yelowstwur. These seveuncs support capital development, employment oppormaities, and 
local government sevemses. These business also promote industry efforts © bemer 
eddsees many of Ge snowmobile iesnes faced by he Pack. These efforts, such os the cageing 
independent reseesch stedying mowmoblie emissinas and methods of thei: reduction, are being 
conducted to mest Gomanding profeesionn! standards. The EA tails to address the potential Gat 
any Closure will have upoa tis intricate economic structure. 


The EA sogiects any meution of the incecase in lost business opportnitics Gat each 
closwe wil represent. While the proposed action might be viewed as a conscious effort to sveid 
0 Gisect bit on West Yollownoer, sny closure within he Park potentially creates momentum 
spurring Serther closures. The BA falls to adequately Giecuss the foundation that he proposed 
action creates for farther decisions, benigniy noting that subsoquent planning efforts may amend 
decision made in Ge BA. EA & 4.9. Adminedly, Ge economic impact of such “momenten” is 
Gifficak to stedy, but Gis Gificalty only demonstrates the inadequacy of Gs BA process ia 
addressing this ‘asus. 
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XH. The Hioete Dobe bp Oils EA Procoms Vieiotes Precoeral Regeireents ood 
Rational Judgment. 


The EA's echeduls for completion soven!'s its wus purposs: to comply with a major 
condition of te Rabbis setticment. Unfortunately, NEPA does act allow even an BA peocens to 
ignore besic procedural reqeivements simply because the generating agency aad coms private 
parties agreed to complete the process by 2 date certain. A federal ageacy typically would 
conduct public scoping prior to even geacrating its final list of alernatives, particularly whea 
faced with a scientifically complex and politically controversial sone. Ses, generally, 40 C F.R. 
§ 1901.7. The BA seffects an awasenses of its deviation from Gis practice, for i immediatly 
defends he failure t conduct scoping by stating Gat Gs Bobbi sottiemest pieced “time 
constraiats...cn the Pask Service.° EA at 1.4. This Giscussicn also indicates that engoing 
Giscussions with the public have sddressed winter use issues since 1994. 14. However, tis 
position accessarily acknowledges that these issues are highly controversial and ase being 
approached rough the procedural insulation of the EIS process, act in a hastily-conceived EA. 
The public planning process should not be compromised because the NPS agreed to puch the EA 
process beyoad its intended linnit. 


Numerous others Gaws have developed from the wosfally inadequate schedule for Gis EA. 
The ageacy denied requests by the State of Wyoming and several counties to obtain cooperating 
agency states on the EA, seasoning that “the State and counties 4ié act have jurisdiction ex special 
expestiss with regard w the proposed action.” EA af 1.5. However, the agency secently 
Gomrmined tat Gove come entities tn ubdtion to cthoms, incinding too State of Meataan, wil be 
granted cooperating agency states in the upcoming EES process. The ageacy must semchow 
explaia how iss decision of the same seguistory standesd is completely different simply because 
cut sequest sought participation in an EA process while the other applied to an EIS.’ Is reality, 
Ge requests were denied because he EA could aot be completed according to schedule otherwise. 
However, NEPA does act allow an ageacy to sbendon tee requiremest to make rational decisions 


for scheduling reasons. 


Despiee its attempt to rigorously adhere to its optimistic schedule, the NPS thiled 
achieve a critical clemest of that goal: timely distribution of the EA to knows interested meabers 
of the public. Jeck Welch, Executive Director of Ge Colorado Snowmobile Association 
chsonicies this insuc im detail. Exhibi O° sttached heseto, December 5, 1997, letter t» Mouse 


’ One cam question Ge sssestion that cuts and local governments leck “special expertios’ in 
a decision eddvessing sociesconcenic impects within Gaol own jurisdictions. The states, not Gs federal 
govermmeat, hove long managed wildlife on stute, federal, and leads within thei: bneders. Ses. 
0... Defeaters of WEG vy. Ando, 627 F.2d 1238, 1268 Ce. 1980). The NPS information 
about econcmic isnpact outside Gs jurisdiction of the Park pales when compared to the detailed andics of 
touriam sovemne conducted by both Wyoming and Montana. The fact Get Montans shares lead agency 
suum wih NPS on és Bison pleasing efforts presumably reflects swerenses of the unique cxpestios hat 
Gn maighboring stem hove in many of te Park's planning amen. 
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& McFedées from Mr. Welch. in short, he BA, which wes already on 2 lienited 30 dey seview 
period, wes not actually seceived by the vast majority of interested parties via mall untill carly 
Deceasber. Thus, the EA incorrectly asserts Gat several thousand members of the interested 
pric have had a fall month to review its contents. BA at chapter 6. While ths sguacy's ability 
to utilize technology by scicasing the EA vie the Interact should be commended, many members 
of the public are ant capable of retrieving the EA in this fashion, and those that ase emst otf rely 
on serendipity or aotice through other sources to initiated retrieval cflorts. In any event, NEPA 
and the CEQ regulations have mot kept pace with advencing technology as effectively 2s he NPS, 
and Internet availability doss aot provide an approved method of NEPA publicatica.' 


This EA's hasts is only meceasieated by the proposed action. Stated differently, adoption 
of any alternative other than the proposed action will occur through 2 quick and disty NEPA 
process that would beacfk greatly from additional preperatios times. The proposed action would 
oaly cease grooming after mid-Jamuaty, 1996.’ Even the EA admits that the proposed action 
would provide !' 20d usefal information, for the “partial grooming” approach that t would shady 
hes not occurred before and is not likely to ever occur again. See, EA af 4.2.1.5. Given this 
admission, the .secrted aced to conduct valid research that con be gonersiined © cher 
masagement tions, end the lack of adequate warning to visitors and gateway communities, these 
secens Title basis for selection of the proposed alternative. However, Ge Hogical and 
wasupporteble proposed alternative holds every other alternative hostage to this ill-conceived EA 
process. There is little reason to render a final decision on Jumuary 10, 1996, since decision on 


° According t phous comammications on Friday, December 12, 1997, aagotiations were 
cagoing to stempt an extension to the comment Gcadiins. While such extension is certainly warranted, 
ts agency hes litle mancuvering room if & intends to meet is agreed-upon rigid docisien Gems. Us 
comment dsedline is extended and the decision date adhered w, the agency will argusbly make 2 bed 
siteation w nse by reducing Ge svaiinble time to adequately consider the comments submined both before 
and after the original December 15, 1997, deadline. We have not been informed of Ge sams of he 
deadline segotiations, but assume that such negotiations interpreting or revising public actice sequirements 
ase being conducted in a similar fashive to the undertying settlement of Babbin, i.c., between counsel for 
(as Pund for Animals and counsel with the Department of Justice. 


° The EA promises thet regular grooming will occur up to any final decision to conse 
grooming. We heave some concerns about these representations, because visits to the Pact inmedionly 
prior to ts November closing sevenied that grooming poles were not placed along reads in Ge vicinity 
elected by the proposed action. Exhibh: “P*, cttached hereto, photographs taken on November |, 1997, 
in the viciahy of Hapden Valley. Exhibit “P” shows that on November |, 1997, the reed cogment fom the 
aarth end of the proposed closure (pictures | & 3) Grough Hayden Valley (pictures 2, 4-7) to its southern end 
Gee Dad Pow (pictare 8), do act have the ena wmobile grooming markers ot the pullouts similar to those in 
place along te cther wad segments in Ge Grand Loop where mow grooming is planned. If such ection 
demonstrates tet he Park Service hes 20 intent to groom that segment even prior to the decisies ce this EA, 
then the Hayden Velicy closure is 2 “done deal” even belcs the EA was seleased for public comment in 
contravention to the Park Service's legal counsel's representations to the Federal District Coust Judge in court 
on October 27, 1997. Sen, Exhibit “3” at 43-44. 
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Gat dats is ensupportebis and would covats 2 multinnds of procedural legal iesucs Got Sexther 
enslysis would avold. Ounce agsia, Gis BA process is uniquely lacagebls of conveying is 
proposed action siternatives to implementation. 


KEEL, The Agency's Aduined Badget Shortage lnapllies an Unwillinguess to Consider the 
Poweatial for Significant Impact ia the BA. 


Recent pees releases sugges Gat he NPS lacks sufficient fending to conduct he EIS 


predictions of Gimencial shortage ase ultimately veveaied os fhler or creative fandralsing, Ge 
damage to this BA hes been dons because és deciding official will be operating under Gee Park's 
preseatiy-edopted concern that an ultimate EIS might not occur. As acted sbove, an EA can caly 
adopt o FONG! end implement some action citernative, ox determine thet the potential for 
significant impacts aecessitates an EES. Wf Ge Park has publicly proclaimed an inability t pay for 
an EIS, the lamer decision option canact be fully considered, leaving only te former option. 
NEPA does act eavision a choice between one option. 


Ths Americans with Dissbilities Act ("ADA") sequises the ageacy to make seascuable 
accommodation of disabled visitors. As detailed by the Affidavis of Edward P. Dougherty, hs 


bvenks up the Grand Loop) necessitates 2 much longer wip for Ghose who wish t experience all 
of the Park's features. Disabled riders ase often unable to mest hess added demands. In Mr. 
Dougherty's case, the Hayden Volley closure effectively limits his access to many esess in Gs 
Pack, because & extends the wip lengt Seyond bis dally physical Hack. Ai 2 minkuem, Ge BA 
should address Gis lemme so that ofl members of Ge public ae provided an cppermaly © 
enderstend and comment upon the Park's decision os & affects recreational opportunities for 
disabled vistors. 


XY. ‘The Actions Propeeed by the EA Wendel Infrings om the Park's Contractanl 
Reletions and the Resssnsble Expactations of Affected Desineems, 


Unlike many govermment egeacies Gat encourage privete investment in public had 
recseationsl oppestunitics, Ge Park enters contractsal agsecanents with concessioners who provide 
oversnow trasspertation services. For example, Bill Howell performs uader such an agreement 
@ copy of which is attached to bis affidevit, Exhibh “D*° to hese comments). The BA hills to 
mention how ay of tee prefersed action aiterantives will affect performance ender Goss 
agvecments. While some dispute Ge decision to cacourage development of these business 


eppostenities, Geo Pork hes afficmatively gremeted Goss cctivilies. Mow Gat anew 
comamnition, individusls, employees, and thaniiies hove seaponded to these calla, Go Puck const 
change it's philosophic courses without at least acknowledging Gee potential impact of exch 2 


Bven businesses thet do ant exter contacts with tee Pack must be ensiyned in Go BA. The 
CBQ seguistions sequie anclysis of impacts upon public heath and eofy. 0 CPR. § 


Gs Tows ip 2 dangeseus peodicamen, where both visitors end recseation industry investors will 
be hesitass to commit an uncertain ferure. 


The tanetable mggested by Gs EA fills to allow business ownsrs encugh Senility © 
property plow for agency decisiogs. The proposed action creates ths most egeagicus scumario, for 


mst provide sufficicat lead tims to provide business fexibiiity and enitignte losses. 
CONCLUSION 


This EA was lsnached ender Ge assumption that bt coented cally 0 proce, act 8 
puedetermined sesukt. Following thee dose of comment, the agency will be required to adhere © 
bod the loner and spirit of those representations. The district court conditiensd approval of he 
Rebbig; scedicuneat agresmeat cn on cpce-minded decision process, and specifically instructed 
parties or non-parties to Rabbis t challenge say improper decision cn this EA Grough Itigaticn 
io any avaliable federal cout. Exhibh *]° at 16-17. A proper decision at the culmination of tis 
@-edvieed EA will avoid Ge ased to adopt ts Court's divective. A decision to adopt any action 
alternative provides latle choice but for many heavily-afected interests to immediately initinte 
Itigation. Tlis scenario would provide a sadly tronic conctusion t an EA that wes undertina 
in onder to evoid litigation 
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‘The BA & astbesed an 9204 eclonen, tat eather on afesitted lack of ecleatific juiieaten, 
Aa lansenting body ef cheats subuts Gs Gensetiea! foundation for oven considasing 
& messuses, Ruther Gen a bold beginning bs 2 ee 
matter, Gs BA comes on hho hosts of ennsunced teteatiens © at honst Gone cher 
Ws Gees will efiizees wheter sec entional uso iesuse. Visiatiens of Go CRQ saguiaticas cheund 
ta @e BA. Confasien, overiep, and eodandonsy will sslgn enill Go Park defends the tengily of 
its long-term planing cffass. P fic cessusces end countess perecunl effects have been invested 
im he winter planning process, Go interagency planning process, and Go Bisen HIS, and Gs Pack 
A ~ a dete meee 


Against Gs BA‘: Giemy scientific foundation, Go Park must weigh de severe bupecs © 
lecel econsunies, soeentioniets, end Go Pask's enteral sessusces. The BA asks to public to 
gomthie on epecuiation, wit level econsmisn, Pack policy, end ether unique rescusce values 
hanging in ho telence. While Gis decision scems easy tn Gis contort, & bs forther singled ty 
he procedural Sows Gat hove been ths inevitable by-grodec: of Ge BA's engreced: ‘af chest 
echadule. Law, science, and ccund policy off condema agency ection under Gils sx). The 
ageacy should adept ARernative 4, co Ghat seconationsl and wildlife management con contiens © 
develop through existing end 20: 0-to-bo-initioted HES planning. 


Very waly yours, 
e om 
Sena EB. Baxea 
Pant A. Teschs 
co: Clem 

Governor, Suts of Ment: 22 

Governer, Sus of Itsho 

Governer, Sate of Wyondag 

Suate of Montana Congressional Delegation 

State of Mahe Congpeseicanl Delegation 

Suate of Wyoming Congrvecional Delegation 
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August 26, 1998 


Dear Ms. Bransom. 


1 am writing to let you knw thet | am totally against the senscless slaughter of 
Yellowstone buffalo. | was appallec to read that over 1.000 bison were slaughtered Iasi year. 
This has got to stop. These beautiful -reatures should be allowed to roam freely They were here 
before you and | and should not be dr ven off the open land. 


We im America seem to think we can drive native Americans out of their natural habitat 
and now we are doing so with the A nerican Buffalo, a symbol of our natural heritage. Isn't it 
enough that we drove them almost & extinction at one point? They cannot defend themseives. 
we must do it. I strongly oppose am’ more slaughter of these wonderful animals. | wil) never 
again take my family to Yellowstone should this continue. 


Regards. 


") (2 
( di. Abiicer 
Carol E. 
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TO: 
wRom: Mr. 6 Mire. Bark Moseley Ms. Seseh Bransom 
wildlife heri I urge Bison Mgt. Plan 
Shy ay er a eg Yt eet er to Ri} Interagency Mgt 
es wildlife, net livecteck, end shoulé be the freedom te ream on public land DSC-RP 
adjecent te the park -- withest being chet heyy 
et Ee — hla 
over the Yellewstene bises. Dear Ms. Brensom: 
support Metions] Wildlife Pedereticn lnterfribel BSises Cecperative proposal to 
: Tellecstene's vilé bioes. Tals ellose bises to be tested fer brecellceis oo that My wife and | have been visitors t Ycllowstone National Park on four seperate 
sesative-cesting bises can be ssleceved te Metive tories rerseretions ond other ranls P occasions. We wish to go on r:cond as strongly opposing any concept of a Bison 
<het Guastenns See gunsetions to coms wild be ale t2 cep tite eaguictionst qusiee Managenent Plan that would resab im the killing of the Basom, witich has already resulted 


in the death of over 1,000 of these :nagnificent anianals. 
> 
- Gi We believe the Citizen's Plan to Seve Yellowstone Bison is a mach more rationale 
: and intelligent approach. 
Pires... We request that our writt comments be imcladed im the record end made 


available to other members of the E.ison Management Plan program. 
r2048 Thanking you for your atten ion, we remain 


npr yr 
id SO Hie. 
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i Pubic Comment on the Draft £16 ter Vellowstone Bien Management } 


COMBMEDT: | wish to wy that the federal and state have tailed to subsal to the pul fic 0 
oeeemene last wid bison herd. | SUPPORT THE PLAN TO PROTECT 

GIBSON. Camponerés of the Ciizen’s Plan that | support inchude: 
© (am Velowstene National Pak os 2 nahed Nations) Pack, act a Zool 


¢ Align bison to roam on a@jacert public lands up to the carrying capacity of these adjacent lands. 
«© «Aggressively ecqare eddiional wirte: range achacert to the Past by purchase, conservation easements, and 
moGication 10 atownerts. 


e Mm@ma@erehewb bison, implement bre removal of excess bison to indian reservaiions and other public i: nds. 
¢ Gison we wikdile, not ivestock, and should be managed by wiidille professionals, not livestock officiate. 


cm > 


paw Lrsvee S2bhretinaa? nls 
ofc Hah MonTauas Boor off 
huveetscl whoew 4obDin co | 
= hp the .§ Laz | 
eV Sb Moroes! 
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Hells: | am welling shoul the draft 636 fer the he Yotoantane Buftaie Pwese consider 


incerperaare the following suggestions into the pian, 0s 0 new chants, I telly unscceptaite 
indlado must be Ghewed we mem bee on pudiic lands edeceat te 

the Pest: up to the Capac’ of theve a@jecent leads, f uddiiiena! lens is needed. the state 
and tedere! agencies 


ecquire sdditional winter ranye nesd to the Park, 


Aa an shernative to deavoying bison, excens, healthy bultato 
should be moved to indian reservations and ete public ‘ands. 


Gtaun are witdille, not ivestook, end ‘t) should Be 1 anaged 

by witdtle prateationsie for enjoyment Uy tee pubic in 0 whd end natural eating on public and Wiel 
tends no. Wy tvestod: 

Oficigls sho arty serve 8 tingie, special terest: and 


| have apent e number of vacations in the Yelleustone - Montana - Wyoming aoe and value very 

very much the sense of histery, eee ay ot me php taerptty edb J 

SS westem Amancen hetiags and shouts be protected and ailowes to expend thelr 
Public and private land (where coners are willing). 


Please stop the buftelo sleughter end inpiement theses suggestions into a new swentificelly beved 
EIB for the buftato. 


Sincerely, 
George B. Hug. Director internet Marketing. Nerves! BulldNet 


From the Nations Wiiditle Fedesnito:'s online public comment fon 
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September 16, 1996 


Bison Management Plan EIS Tean 
National Park Service 

P. O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO. 60225-9901 


ATT:. Sarah Bransos 
Dear Ms. Branson: 


As @ regular visitor to the Yellowstone area and Northvest 
Wyoming, I have been saddened to read about the destruction 
of buffalo outside the park limits. We revel at the sight 
of these vonderful creatures and ve hope that their numbers 
will continue to grow. 


They should be alloved to roam free not only on public 
| woe but on adjacent areas to the extent that thie is 
feasible. 


Certainly their destruction is unthinkable. Provisions 
should te made to move excess animals to new federally 
dhuirea lands or to existing national parks. 

Having traveled ail of the U. S. and much of the vorld, 

T can honestly state that the Yellovstone area of Wyoming 
is the equal of the most beautiful parts of the world. 
Please consider the Citizen's Plan for managing buffalo. 


Sincerely yours, 


NOVELTECH INC. 


YELL-9543 


PAIN RELIEF CENTER 

OR. DEAN CURTI&/Owector 

Cortted Chwepract: Rehatiiation Ductor 
Orchdity Anetyel and Peon 


October 6, 1996 


Bison Managesent Plan EIS 
Mational Park Service 
P.O. Box 252867 

Denver, CO 60225 


Dear Park Service, 


Please consider this letter in opposition to the recommendations for 
eliminat snowmobiling in Yellowstone National Perk. I would like to 


ifically object to Alternatives 2, 3, 5 and 6. And, I support 
ternative 7 ch establishes e carrying capacity within the park for 
Bison. As of today, no scientific study reflects a negative 


igpect on 
snowmobile use and trail grooming on the natural wildlife. Additionally, 
the purpose of the park is “for the benefit and enjoyment of all the 
gaagne”. I have previously snownobiled in Yellowstone and plan to do it 
again. 


Sincerely, 


tis 


bison .doc 


YELL-9144 


BY TELASCOPIER 10/14/96 
Addenda: page 


Louis Charies Rosen” 
ttertes Padao -Treat” 


—— 


October 15, 1998 
Federal Express 


Bison Management Plan EIS Tean 
Wational Park Service 

Sereh Branecom DSC-RP 

P.O. Box 25267 

Denver, CO 80225-02867 


RE: REVIEW OF DRAFT OF EIS FOR INTERAGENCY SIGCH MAZAGEMENT PLAN 
Dear Ms. Branscon: 


ALTERMATIVE 2, with its noa ag concept, is the best 
presented. The fact that some 8 are resistant to brucellosis 
(factor @7, Summary of EIS Draft at page 3) suggests that a Mininal 
Management approach would allow natural events to result in the 
best stock. Could brucellosis resistant bison produce a brucellosis 


-resistant strain? Another good idea was to additional win- 
ter range (7,2 and 3) - these are tracked in 
drafted by biol ist D.J. Schubert for The or which 


I support entirely except I would add the 1 wherein live 
bison would be shipped to request tribes (3,4,5)- it is fitting 
to donate live bison to Native Amer , who respect this animal. 


Omit hunting from all alternatives: it contradicts the Plan’s 
pespene of maintaining a free ranging po lation of bison and does 
pee eusvess Sr eS pres Se caised in Moatane for 
from being infected with Brucella abortus by 

tive bisea who iste Moatese (transmission of 8B. 
abortus from bison to cattle has not been documented under free- 
range conditions; the reverse has been noted. Summary at page 2). 


BSuating will not reduce brucellosis. For impressive tr es, 
hunters may kill the most desirable seronegative bison thus 
weaken the etic pool. Hunting does not necessarily cull the 
infectees. This increases the risk of transmitting brucellosis 
leaving a greater density =< infectees in what remains of the he 
~- a factor that would increase the spread of brucellosis (#2 at p.3 
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Review ef Sraft 
Page 2. 


Petine-freat ead Recen 


of the Summary). Munting undermines the plans of capture, testing, 
vaccination, weesentsee and release of seronegatives and slaughter 
=e © mandated to be humanely done) of sero-positives 
( 4, eve ) 


Suatiag will aot biseca fren iste Mracane. 
Alternative 3,4, and 7 rely on hunting to regulate numbers and 
distribution of bison outside the park. Seosh tag and slaughter are 
beck up methods in 1,2,3,4,7. The aforesaid ms rong a 

t how hunt re ~ fy infection of cattle; however, 4 
mt, primarily for recreation 


wou ellow “A ecco” 
(Bmphasis added. ;" 


will guarentee that cattle rsised for 
coasunptica aot B..4 iafecteé with 8. ebortes. If ting 
cattle raised in Montana from being infected with Brucella ebortus 
mf seropositive bison is the goal, how does hunting, which can not 
stinguieh infected bison, result in uninfected cattle? There is 
no caueel reletionship between hunting and etopping a risk of 
transmission from bison to cattle of 8. ebortus idea seems to 
be to sledge hammer any possibility by just killing bison. 


Brucellosis abortus is destroyed by proper cooking. An 

egpvenesee policy of education es to handling and preparetion of 

meat must be promulgated to potential consumers (whether 

hunting, receipt of meat/live bison, or sale at auction); 

said policy would present the 

cause hunters may take meat which cannot be determined to be unin- 

fected to their tables! Until testing facilities are in place why 

not donate live bison to Native American tribes with the same 

stringeat instructions on ee | end preparation that must be 
given to hunters teking untested kill? 


“Huat*, “shot,” and “slaughter” are seen in all alternatives, 
as if there were an endless supply of bison and killing was one 
to handle the infection risk, or bison that can’t be hazed 
over the border. Are there no naturalists, no veterinerians, no 
Wative American with ise or knowledge as to how to maneuver 
bison without killing them? If slaughter of seronegatives is done 
because tests can result in a false negative or false positive - 
this is almost the 21st Century - improve the tests. 


Alternative 7- the ‘preferred Alternative’ seems the most 
costly (Table, 29) and least effective in limiting disease. It 
relies on an artificially controlled population of animals (which 
does not distinguish seronegative from seropositive)- the number to 
be kept within en erbitrary renge. Low population numbers as a 


¥/ 


neview of Draft 
Page 3. 


peans of stopping infectees ss ation into Montana is not explained 
but if bison left the park, *cemovals* would occur. 


Nothing demonstrates that a smaller herd is less infectious, 
so @ healthier one. On the contrary, infectious bleos to susceptible 


@2 et pege 3 of Summary. (emphasis added). 


Lisitiag the een | population contravenes the laws of naturel 
selection; in a normal tea, the peeeee of nature keeps « 
gue population stable. Artificial thinning (3,7) may destroy the 

‘s finest, but even qaamialen son, would not end 
all brucellosis in cattle. Cattle AB, 3h from cattle. 


Keeping bison numbers within *euch a low range of 1700 to 2500 
may so cut the herd that any disaster, + Gisease or other 

CoS SE Cae conhe Seatenente as is left of t. If bison must be 
RB, the enlightened way is to donate live seronegatives to 
Native American tribes. 


Alternatives 3,4,5 propose pegoentian, facilities wherein 
bison completing the querantine procedure would be shipped live to 
requesting tribes or other requesting izations,” the latter 
should be defined as and limited to well-run, legitimate soos. 
Wherever ‘shipped live" appears edd ‘under humene, sonitored 
conditions so a ny uninjured* (Some of the most egregious 
abuse comes from shipping sentient animals like furniture; no 7 
mer is eau 3} they arrive injured from crowding and 

alliag.) 


* In some scenarios, Seromegatives ar @ querentined «++ [and 
-+-6h for slaughter {what is this ‘sleughter’?)...unti 
quereat facility built". As “be language stands the bison would 


be slaughtered indefinitely; ‘his contradicts the proposed increase 
in bison populetion that alternative 3 is slated to produce (see 
Discussion and Table p.35 ) and - coming from the ies 
entrusted to guerd our naturel resources- shocks the conscience. 


Very truly yours, 
PATINO-TREAT AND 


PETER + ORFLICH ASSOCIATES 


Nir - 3282 
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Bison aanagenent Plan 18 Teas | [Ima Keasece. 70 Stir ire “Cittéiw thes’ 
Dever "Co. 00225-9901 Ft. EFF iho MEALS 1 [oetestin 
Attn.: Sereh Bransoa ; ARK. 

bear Sir / Nodes: | Ths PMI MD 3 bd Extehséed bY AFR 
Togh Soncnaa sheet tne favicemeeneaTagactazeuent No MARA td Cntooite Cintas) 
reles ational Park service in June " 

The bison Boe should not be managed by the Montana Board CRADIATOS , G67 Kon. Le “) MF Mat ' 
should be aanaged by wildlife professionals. Ws RIM) fs 8 pukre- REARS ATEap7 73 
Eurge,the tar, Service "o cecerite the HI. and tacorporate, | Se AAT Vey be. B. The, Laces 
buttatc choald be el loved te oan free o ablie lends icaiiad SiitiFa. F IA VER (KEATS THAT Qn. 
they could be aoved to Indian reservations or other public _— NAF the yr ye Wo ED Jb PROF GF 

for the enjoyeent ef all dnertcans es pert of eur national L a VS68 Yotearinr PARK tir 
heritage on public and tribal lands. oan a AN) SEE Bite AR 
Sincerely, ene Wd) PROV OED WS (os, WITH A) SOUS. OF itech. 
phe Wy. f. Lich ane Gar fa fn. brary 10 St 
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September 4, 1998 


Although | live in the state and spead my winters 

I served on the Washington Comeniesion for thirteen years 3 
keen i:terest in the buffalo problem in Yellowstone National Pesk. | have read that over ca 
thousand buffalo were slaughtered by hired guns after they raigrated owt of the park into 
Montana im search of food. 


The legislative mandate for our Commission is to preverve, protect and perpetuate wildlife. 
We and forty-nine other states consider hunting es a valuable management tool which ut 
the same time provides the funding needed to protect wikilife. The National Pert Service 
from its inception hes chung to the archaic conception that to manage wildlife you must ben 

A precedent has been established whea the Forest Service many years ago baaned 
deer hunting in the Kiobab National Fosest. The resukt was , as in Yellowstone, the deer 
continued to reproduce to the point thet they died by the hundre:is from starvation. In 
1948, Aldo Leopold wrote in ths foreword to "If fieh and 
wildlife populations are to retain theis character, vigor end wildness, they must have proper 
habit and controlled harvest.“ 


| believe there is a common sease solution to this issue. That is why | recommend that you 
redraft your EiS to incorporate the “Citizen's Plan“ into the document and analyze it as 0 
viable alternative. Bison are wildlife and, as such, should be managed by wildlife 
professionals not by livestock officials, who only serve a single special interest. 


PAGE 
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In conclusion, if the National Park . «vice would amend its rules and allow hunting they 
could monitor the hunters, issue permits, and develop an income source that they need 


desperate! y. 
Norman F. Richardson 
Washington Fish and Wildlife Comm, Ret. 
ce: Tony Jewett 
John McGienn 
Thea Levkowitz 


: 
& 
8 


» 


2S.‘ 


ae 


C 


9/16/98 


The Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Denver Svs. Center 

Box 25287 

Denver CO 80225-0287 


Dear Bison Management, 


Your plan for the Yellowstone National Park bisons, allowing capture, 
shooting, and slaughter, is unacceptable. The Fund for Animals and other 
environmental groups have proposed alternative plans that protect both 
human and animal interests. | urge you to adopt the latter plan, rather than 
the government's “Preferred Alternative”. 


a 


Sincerely, 


SLININWOD 
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Sareh Brensor DSC-RP, September 19,1998 


be reminded of it constantly. 
Your Alternative #7 - cruel. Alternative # 2 - sensible. 


Mr C.C. Edington 
Mrs Ruth T. Edington 
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RAVENTRAILS 
wilderness exploration and education 


Aug. 9, 1998 


Bison Management Team 

National Park Service—Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
PO Box 15287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear ELS Team: 


Lam an ne ene 
Plan for Yellowstone Park and che surrounding lands. | am a nine-year 

resident, hold 2 Masters degree in wildlife biology from che University of Montana, 
and am co-owner and operator of a small nature courism business chac runs crips in 
Yellowstone. 


Bison are valuable co me personally as a symbol of wildness, and observing them or 
signs of cheir presence has given me qreat pleasure over che years when | have visited 
the park. My clients also find bison to be one of the most exciting and incriguing 
animals chey have che opportunity co see. | believe che attractiveness of Y ellowscone 
as one of che premier wildlife sanceuaries in che world would be greatly dimmished if 
the slaughter and heavy-handed manipulation of bison were to continue, or incensify, 
which seems likely under the E1S' Preferved Aleernative. 


| will address a few specific points regarding che EiS and che bison-brucellosis issue 
below, but want co state here chat it is my belief chat che uproar over brucellosis is 
Largely fabricated, and not based on sound science nor rational principles of wildlife 
management. Rather chan approaching this entire issue from the perspective of “how 
do we keep bison from infecting cattle [and maybe keep a few bison in Yellowstone for 
the courises]", | fee! che discussion should be framed more with the conservation and 
rescoration of bison in mind, and working to overcome obstacles to this goal. For coo 
long, bison have been created as some bascard cousin co domestic cattle, co be confined 
to a few parks, fenced with wire or bullers. More recently, the view of bison has begu.. 
to flip in che opposite divection, where bison are che Cadillac version of livestock, 
bringing high prices for their parts and meat as fashion dictates. However, neither 
perspective allows bison co be what chey are—just another wildlife species chat has a 
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discinctive and wm portanc role in wescern grassland ecosyscems, and which have a nghe 
to survive and flounsh in their native Lands. 


instead of the Preferred Aleernative, or any of che ocher alternatives offered in the ELS, 
| am Largely in support of che Citizen's Plan co Save Yellowstone Buffalo, as endorsed 
by numerous regional and national environmental groups. | am agamse: 

@ Continued killing of bison as chey leave che park. 

¢@ Captre, testing, confinement, and slaughter of bison. 

@ Lethal, or live, removal of any bison from che Yellowscone ecosystem until 
herds have recovered to a scientifically decermined number chac will be self- 
sustaining over che long-term, and provide an adequate base for future 
recolonization of suitable public Lands surrounding the park. 

@ Vaccination of wild bison. Biological manipulation of wild annmals is noc 
appropriate anywhere, and certainly noc m a national park 

@ Having che Montana Department of Livestock, or ary agriculture-relaced 
agency, in charge of making decisions about wild bison. 

@ The setting of a limit or ceiling on che number of bison allowed to live in 
Yellowstone. 

@ The sale of bison or bison parts to privace entities by che state of Montana 
or any other government agency. 

@ Quarantine facilities in or near Yellowstone. 

@ Continued expenditure of taxpayer dollars co “protect” private livescock 
from a virtually nonexiscenc risk which ranchers and che livestock mdustry 
themselves could sensibly deal with chrough relatively simple, relatively 


| am for: 

@ Continued research on brucellosis, che risks of cransmission—not just from 
bison, bur from ali potential carriers in che ecosyseem, and ways co diminish 
the risks and costs to livestock operators. 

@ Vaccination of all domestic cattle within che Yellowstone ecosystem, or at 
least bison wintering areas outside the park. | could agree to taxpayer 
support for such a program. 

@ The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks caking charge of 
management of bison wichin che scate of Montana. 

@ The acquisition of key private Lands adjoining the park to provide additional 
wincer range and migration corridors for bison. 

@ Examination of Forest Service grazing allorments in areas adjacent to the 
park, in cerms of appropriateness of grazing dates and length. The 
permanent closure of some allorments should be considered. Buyouts, 
trades, or other forms of compensation could ease the burden for individual 
ranchers. 


Vb 


@ Alceracions in patterns and periods of plowing, groommg, and allowing 
snowmobile use on park roads im winter, as deemed necessary and desirable 
by wildlife scientisus. 

@ Relocation of bison to cribal Lands or other western public lands where 
bison recolonization and recovery is feasible. 


| understand chat some of my comments may seem extreme or strongly idealistic. 
However, | believe chat until we scart seriously envisioning a much different reality for 
bison, we will not move very far from che currence status quo of heavily manipulated, 
limited, and segregated animals. The Yellowstone bison crisis is an opportunity to 
look deeply at the assumptions and attitudes chat have guided bison management 
policy co date, and at che logical conclusion we have been brought to by che emphasis 
on livestock industry prerogatives. 


When che lase wild, free-roaming bison herd in che United Scates is attacked every 
year by government gunners; when che reason for the slaughter is jostensibly) to ward 
off a disease which has never been known to move from wild bison to cattle; when che 
contment once teemed with bison, which are a cultural icon for many Native 
American tribes, and now bison exise as mere relics of the past; when less costly, more 
sensible remedies exist to reduce the already nearly nonexistent risk to ranchers—with 
all chis, what is really more extreme? More bison killing and manipulation, or 
consideration of a different way! 


Thank you for your review of my comments. 


Sincerely, 


SLNIWWOD 
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COASTAL CONSULTANTS /RICHARD RAYMOND ASSOCIATES , INC. 
Enprronmental Comma scstion, Management, Plarvung & Trerreng 


TO: Bison Management Pian, NPS 


FAX NO. 383 969-2736 


FROM: ick Raymond 

DATE Menday, Nevember 2, 1998 

NO. PAGES: 1 

(including cover) 

RE. 

The siaughter of buffaic does not serve the long-term walue and goals of 


this ceuntry. | write in suppert of Pian 6, a biologi al afiernative 
(http: //www.wildrockies org/Pian8). Please consider: 


* bison must be treated like wildlife, not like domestic livestock; 
* require the vaccination of cattle, not bison; 


* immediately prombit the capture and siaughier of bisan inside or out 
of Yetiowstone National ark; 


* eflminate cattle grazing on public tands surrounding the park and allow 
bison to use these lands without restrictions; 


* rifle hunting of Yellowstone bison is unethical, unsporting, and should 
not be permitted; 

* establishment of 2 quarantine facility for Veowstone's bison will Be a 
muiti-miltion dollar was\.: of federal and state tax dollars and Is entirety 
unnecessary. 


* native tribes need a laryer voice in regards to this issue 
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bieon Monagmoa’ ttewn 


National 
h0. Bex 25227 . 
Daemvin, CO 8022$-0287 
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Bison Management Pian EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Ms. Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, Co. 80225-9901 


Ms. Bransom, 


|am writing to inform you that | am in favor of The Citizens Plan to 
save the Yellowstone Buffalo. The current government plan is 
flawed by the second senter ce of that plan. 


My interest is inspired by my concer for the white tail dear in my 
— | The annual hunting season is fast reducing the 
population. | do not believe that the count supplied by the Ohio 


Department of Natural Resources is accurate. Further, the farming 
here is uneducated. The over use of fertilizers have already killed 
two very fine trout streams. The Mad river and MacOchee creek no 
longer support wild life. 

Let us not make another mistake in Yellowstone! 
Sincerely, 


Bob Harrington 
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BISON MANAGEMENT PLAN EIS Ticam 
NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 

SARAH BRANSON DSC-&P 

Post OFFICE Box 25287 

DENVER, COLORADO 80225-9901 


DEAR MS. BRANSOM: 


I SHOULD LIKE TO INTRODUCE “YSELF. I AM A LARGE FORMAT PHOTOGRAPHER, 
MOUNTAINEPR, MEMBER OF THE SMERICAN ALPINE 0.UB, MOUNTAIN RESCUE AND 

OTHER VARIOUS ORGANIZATION <ONCERNED WITH THE PROTECTION OF OUR ENVIRONYENT 
FOR FUTURE GENERATIONS. I AVE CARRIED OVER 100 POUNDS OF CAMERA EQUIPMENT 
INTO REMOTE REGIONS OF BOTH MONTANA AND WYOMING AND AM NOT AN 8-5 OFFICE 
WORKER OR AN UNINFORMED ARM"HAIR OSSERVER. I HAVE RAFTED THE RIVERS, CLIMBED 
THE MOUNTAINS AND HIKED THE TRAILS AS EVIDENCED BY MY BOKKS. I HAVE 
PRODUCED MANY LARGE FORMAT 300KS TO INCLUDE MONTANA AND WYOMING WHICH 

YOU WILL FIND IN LIBRARIES. I HAVE BEEN TOLD BY NATI\©S OF THESE STATES 
THAT I KNOW THEM BETTER THAN THEY OO BECAUSE I HAVE BEEN ABLE TO EXPLORE 
WHILE THEY HAVE BEEN AT THEIR DESKS GOR ONLY OF WEEKEND EXCURSIONS. IT IS 
WITH THESE QUALIFICATIONS T4AT I AM VIOLENTLY OPPOSED TO THE KILLING OF 
ANY BISON. ALSO THOSE WHD WOULD PROFIT FROM THIS SLAUGHTER ARE THE KINDS 
OF PEOPLE THAT | DETEST. 


CONCERNED CITIZENS RESENT T4€ GOVERNM@NT YIELDING TO POLITICAL AND MONETARY 
INTERESTS. WE ALL KNOW THAT THE ISSUE 1S NOT ABOUT THE DANGER OF THE DISEASE 
WHICH TS ONLY BEING USED AS AN EXCUSE, BUT IS MORE ABOUT SPECIAL INTEREST 
GROUPS. 1 THINK THIS IS GE5T ILLUSTRATED BY RANCHERS GRAZING THEIR CATTLE 

ON PUBLIC LAND FOR ONLY A TOKEN PRICE. ALLOWING THIS IS A PLAW IN OUR LAWS 
WHICH MUST, BUT WILL NEVER I3E CHANGED SINCE THEY HAVE BEEN ON THE TAKE FOR 

A LONG TIME. THIS BREED MU3T LEARN TO PAY THEIR SHARE RATHER THAN SE DEPENDENT 
ON THE GOVERNMENT FOR HANDOUTS AT THE EXPENSE OF THE TAK PAYERS. ‘THEY HAVE 
LEARNED TO EXPECT SOMETHING FOR NOTHING AND THIS PRACTICE MUST BE HALTED. 


YOU MUST ASK YOURSELF THE FOLLOWING GUESTIONS: 


1. IS THIS ACTION TO SATISIY THE INTERESTS OF THE MINORITY OR THE MAJORITY 
MANY OF WHOM HAVE NOT HAD TE OPPORTUNITY TO RESPOND VOICING THEIR OBJECTION 
TO THE KILLING OF BISON? FACTS CLEARLY INDICATE THAT THIS ACTION WOULD BENEFIT 
ONLY THE MINORITY AND THIS [S NOT OEMOCRATIC. 


2. ARE YOUR BAD DECISIONS I3ASED ON FACTS AND NOT JUST FOR POLITICAL OR 
MONETARY REASONS WITH THE 68(SON ISSUE AS A EXCUSE? 


SLNIWWO?) 
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Russe. Lave PAGE 2 CONTINUATION 


THE FACTS INDICATE THAT THERE IS NO CONFIRMED CASE OF ANY BISON TRANSMITTING 
BRUCELLOSIS TO CATTLE IN THE WILDAND IF SO WHERE IN THE DOCUMENTATION? 


THE FOLLOWING ISSUES SHOULD 3 ADDRESSED AND THE FOLLOWING ACTION TAKEN: 


1. CATTLE GRAZING ON PUBLIC _ANDS SHOULD GE STOPPED. IF THE GOVERNMENT 
CONTINUES TO ALLOW THIS PRACTICE THE RANCHERS GRAZING FEES SHOULD BE 
INCREASED TO COVER THE COST 7F BISON MANAGEMENT. 


2. THE GOVERNWENT SHOULD AQUIRE ADEQUATE LAND FOR BISON MANAGEMENT 
(SURPLUS TAX PAYER MONEY AVAILABLEO 


3. PROMIGIT SNOWMOBILES IN YELLOWSTONE NATIONA PARK. IT IS A PRACTICE 
THAT NEVER SHOULD HAVE SEEN SANCTIONED. ANY SNOWMOBILES OPERATING IN THE 
PARK SHOULD ONLY BE USED BY RANGERS GOR LICENSED OPERATORS TAKING TOURISTS. 
THE UNCONTROLLED USE OF THIS EQUIPMENT IN THE PARK MUST GE STOPPED AND THE 
NUMBER OF TRAILS USED BY RAMGERS AND LICENSED CPERATORS MUSY GE LIMITED. 


4. Tee USDA HAS ND AUTHORITY OVER THIS ISSLE. 
5. NO BISON POPULATION OBJECTIVES SHOULD BE ESTABLISHED. 


6. REESTABLISHING A PUBLIC BISON HUNT IN MONTANA IS ABSURD AND GENEFITS 
ONLY THE HUNTER TYPES OR THOSE ENGAGED IN THE FIELD OF TAXIDERMY AND Wilt CNLY 
ATTRACT UNDESIRABLES. I AM SURE THAT THE GOVERNOR OF MONTANA WOULD WELCUME 
THE DECISION TO REESTABLISH HUNTING OF BISON AS HE WOULD RECEIVE MUCH 
SUPPORT AND THE VOTES OF RAMICHERS AND HUNTERS EVEN THOUGH THEY ARE IN THE 
MINORITY AND HAVE NEVER VIS’ TED YELLOWSTONE. 


MY ADVISE AND WISH ISLE AVE LHEM ALONE WE HAVE NOT 
RETURNED TO THE DAYS OF BUFFALO Bri. 


IT IS MY GPINION THAT ALL OF THOSE RESPONSIGLE TD INCLUDE POLITICIANS 
AND HIGH RANKING OFFICALS RITSPONSIBLE FOR THIS BISON SLAUGHTER SHOULD GE 
HUNG FROM THE TALLEST TREE. 


BECAUSE OF THE STRONG FEELINGS OF THE MAJORITY OF THE AMERICAN PEDFLE 
(MANY OF WHOM HAVE NOT MAD THE CPPORTUNITY TO EXPRESS THEIR OPPOSITION 
TO THE BISON SLAUGHTER) IT IS QUITE POSSIBLE THAT THERE WILL GE RIOTING 
AND BLOODSHED OVER THIS ISS.E. I HOPE NOT. 


THE GOVERNMENT TOOK THE BUF*ALO OFF OF THE COIN AND NOW HE WANTS TO TAKE THEM 
CFF OF THE LAND. 


THIS SLAUGHTER IN THE NEAR FUTURE. 


YELL - 15 FTIOL 


August 14, 1998 


Sarah Bransom, 

Interagency Bison Management Plan. DSC-RP 
P.O. Bos 25287 

Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom 


I have reviewed the Park Service's draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Interagency Bison Management Plan for Montana and Yellowstone, and in my opinion, it falls 
short on many levels. With this lette’ I ask that you re-work the EIS and put forth a management 
plan based on solid science and commnon sense. 


For cultural, environmental, and ecopomic reasons, | consider Yellowstone's buffalo herd 
to be a valuable resource -- too valua le to be squandered needlessly. It is as simple as thus: we 
don't have to destroy Yellowstone's »uffalo to protect Montana's cattle from Brucellosis. 


None of the alternatives presented in the draft EIS would resolve the brucellosis issue. 
Rather, implementation of the prefened alternative would ensure the ongoing slaughter of 
buffalo in Montana. As an Americar citizen who cares about our Western heritage, | find this 
unacceptable. Through the application of substantive, scientifically sound management 
strategies, the conflict in Montana could be settled with benefits to both livestock producers and 
wildlife. But the livestock industry riust take its fair share of the responsibility 


There has never been a documented case of brucellosis transmission between wild buffalo 
and range cattle, the threat posed by buffalo to Montana's livestock is very small. Given that 
total eradication of brucellosis in Yellowstone 1s impossible, the price to the public of chasing 
this pipe drearn 1s too high. The agencies must manage for risk reduction as the more appropnate 
expenditure of my tax dollars. 


The InterTmbal}-Bison Cooperative/National Wildlife Federation's Seven Point Plan takes 
a rational, scientific approach to reso ving the conflict. [ support this plan, which features several 
umportant points lacking im the prefeired alternative. The draft EIS, for example. provides no 
assurances that buffalo wil! be allowed to range on public lands outside the Park. Nor does it 
ensure that buffalo captured and plac sd in quaranune would ever make it out alive or be 
transferred to tnbal governments, public land, or wildlife agencies. The [TBC/NWF plan covers 
all these issues and works to assure what little msk of transmission that exists is further reduced. 
Please analyze the [TBC/NWF plan (also know as the Citizen's Plan) as a new alternative in a 
reissued Draft EIS 
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My specific comments on the EIS follow: 


> The draft EIS is flawed because it fails to recognize or coordinate with Native Americans 
and their relationship with bu Talo 


> Any live transfers of heaith certified, brucellosis-free buffalo must be to public entiues, 
i.e. tribal governments, publi land or public wildlife management agencies. These 
buffalo are a public resource und must not be sold and privatized by Montana. 


> Montana commits to nothing in the draft EIS, including ‘he Preferred Alternative. For a 
decision to have any credibili y with the public, Montana must commit to: 


1) endorsing the APH'S definition of “low risk” buffalo, 


2) allowing 2 minimum number of low risk buffalo on public lands outside of 
Yellowstone, 


3) transferring managr-ment authority over wild buffalo back to the Montana 
Deparunent of Fish, V/ildlife and Parks. 


4) assuring any final c ecisions to allow buffalo on public lands outside to 
Yellowstone, as verified by the Governor's signature mus! not be overruled or 
vetoed by the Montana State Veterinarian; 


$) working with the fc deral government to aggressively pursue acquisition by 
pubhec land management agencies of key buffalo migration routes and winter 
ranges outside Yellow stone. 


> Allowing buffalo on public lends within the SMAs cannot and must pot be su’ 
the daily whims and arbitrary discretion of the Montana State Veterinarian. 


. The quarantine protocol foun i in Appendix B is too costly, severe and inhumane. It is 
Montana's way of assuring tt at no buffalo will make it out of quarantine alive. Any 
quarantine must be based on 1 pasture system rather than a system of smal! holding pens 
as proposed. APHIS must develop and approve a more reasonable quarantine protocol, 
similar to its quarantine protc col for cattle. 


. The US Forest Service musi commit to ensuring separation between buffalo and cattle 
grazing on public lands by m >difying grazing permits on forest allotments in the Greater 
Yellowstone Area. 
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Th= draft EIS fails to analyze the economic value of wildlife versus cattle in the 
Yetlowstone Area. All these buffalo are being killed to avoid contact with only 2,000 
grazing areas for the affected cattle herds. 


| appreciate your careful and thoughtful consideration of my comments. 
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Yellowstone National Park on behalf of myself. The InterTribal Bison Cooperative 
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COMMENTS OF PATRICK L. SMITH 
REGARDING THE DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
FOR THE INTERAGENCY BISON MANAGEMENT PLAN 
FOR THE STATE OF MONTANA AND YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK 


NOVEMBER 2, 1996 


The preferred alternative for long-term management of Yellowstone bison 
perpetuates the slaughter of the Nation’s last free-roaming bison herd to protect the 
same livestock interests that eradicated the American bison from Native American 
lands in the 19th Century. The Department of Interior and State of Montana must 
acknowledge and accommodate the repeated requests from Tribal Nations to 
implement a more humane and respectful bison management policy. 


Native American religious concerns and cultural values are embedded and 
impacted by management decisions concerning the survival of the last free-roaming 
bison to survive the 19th Century. In prayer pipe ceremonies on the steps of the 
United States and Montana Capitols, and in the bison killing fie!4s along the 
Yellowstone and Madison Rivers, Native American political and religious leaders 
have pleaded with Federal and State officials to stop the unjustified slaughter of 
Yellowstone bison. 


On February 12, 1997--in the middle of the largest bison slaughter of the 20th 
Century—Fort Peck Tribal Chairman Caleb Shields made a plea in a special address to 
a joint session of the Montana Legislature regarding Yellowstone bison: 


Like us, they are the last survivors. Those of our ancestors that 
survived the 19th Century found sanctuary on reservations. In 
1894, the last wild buffalo herd left in the United States--about 20 
head--found sanctuary in Yellowstone Park. 


I speak for all Montana Indian Nations when | say that the 
slaughter of this wild herd must stop. The killing is out of hand. 


Hundreds of buffalo have been slaughtered without even 
attempting to test them for brucellosis. 


Our cultures are different on this issue. Under our religion, 
buffalo are respected. They are good medicine. Their skulls and 
hides adorn our most sacred lodges. We still dance, sing and pray 
to them. What is occurring now outside Yellowstone Park is 


disrespectful. 


At the close of the 19th Century, Indian Nations do not have a seat 
at the table on buffalo policy. We deserve a seat at the table now. 
This issue is fundamental to our culture and we believe we can 
contribute to this policy in a positive and respectful manner.! 
His plea fell on deaf ears. The slaughter of Yellowstone bison escalated after his 


address. 


The member Tribes of the [TBC have joined with national, regional and local 
conservation groups and communities to develop a balanced alternative. The 
Citizen's Plan accommodates the rational concerns with the spread of brucellosis, 
while recognizing that the Yellowstone bison herd is a National treasure that 
should be protected and allowed to roam within the context of defined management 
areas and less lethal management tools. 


Yellowstone bison policy needs to shift from the lethal management schemes 
employed in the past and embodied in the EIS preferred alternative, to stewardship 
schemes as reflected in the Citizen's Plan. Just as jurisdiction for Federal Indian 
Policy was transferred in the 19th Century from the Department of War to the 
Department of Interior, bison policy at Yellowstone must undergo a similar 
transition. As the 21st Century approaches, bison policy must not continue to be 
controlled by thinly-veiled 19th Century attitudes, biases, and economic interests. 
The United States Government and the State of Montana must adhere to the legal 


' See Declaration of Mike Fox, at 8 and Exhibit 2. A copy of this Declaration 
and attachments is in enclosed and incorporated herein by reference. 
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and moral obligation to act as a guardian—rather than executioner—of the Nation's 
last wild bison herd. 


This long-overdue shift in policy and attitude has profound implications for 
Native American people that extend far beyond the Yellowstone ecosystem. This is 
one of the reasons the Yellowstone bison saga has resonated so strongly across 
Indian Country. Many Indian Tribes and Native Americans believe that the plight 
of the Yellowstone herd is inextricably tied to their own survival. They believe that 
respect for the Yellowstone bison and the defense of the bison’s inherent nght to 
prosper in the Yellowstone ecosystem are intertwined with Native American 
prophecies that portend the return of the Buffalo Nation. The United States 
Government and the State of Montana appear oblivious to this cultural concern, 
though it has been made repeatedly by tribal political and cultural leaders. 


The forty-three Tribal Nations represented by the ITBC are dedicated to 
restoring bison to North America and to restoring cultural and religious respect for 
bison. The management policy proposed for the Yellowstone bison herd will only 
result in the continuation of bison slaughter without justification. The ITBC Tribes 
request that the Department of Interior honor its fiduciary and legal! obligation to 
consult with Tribal Nations on this matter and modify its bison policy accordingly. 
Since time immemorial (pre-biblical times), Native Americans have enjoyed a 
special cultural relationship with American bison. Many tribal creation stories anc 
religious ceremonies center around the bison. The United States Government and 
the State of Montana have no such cultural or historical relationship with bison. As 
the millennium of colonization and industrialization comes to an end, the time has 
come for the United States Government to acknowledge the historic and cultural 
relationship that exists between Tribal Nations and the Buffalo Nation, and allow 
the Tribal Nations a seat at the table in developing bison management policy-- 
especially when this policy concerns the continued survival of the Nation’s last 
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surviving wild bison herd. 


ITBC submits that such a change in bison policy is justified not only because 
of mora! and historical and cultural context. It is also required by law and policy 
Several principles of federal law and policy converge to provide a legal foundation 
for a new Yellowstone bison policy that affords recognition and respect for the 
cultural and religious relationship Tribal Nations enjoy with the Nation’s last 
surviving free-roaming bison herd. This penumbra of rights logically begins with 
another “special relationship” which the supreme Court recognized and enforced 
166 years ago which grew out of the historic relationship between Tribal Nations 
and the United States Government 


Courts have long recognized that a “special relationship” exists between the 
United States and Indian tribes. Northern Cheyenne Tribe v. Hodel, 12 Ind. L. Rep. 
3065, 3070 (D. Mont. 1985), rev'd in part on other grounds, 851 F.2d 1152 (9th Cir 
1988). See also, Chambers, judicial Enforcement of the Federal Trust Responsibility 
27 Stan. L. Rev. 1213 (1975); F. Cohen, Handbook ot Federal Indian Law, at 220-21 
(1982 ed.). The relationship between the federa! government and Indian tribes has 
been likened to that of a “ward to a guardian,” Cherokee Nation vy. Georgia, 30 US 
(S Pet.) 1, 17 (1831), and imposes fiduciary duties upon the federal government. 
Seminole Nation y. United States. 316 U.S. 286, 296-97 (1942). ) 


These duties collectively are known as the “federal! trust responsibility,” a 
doctrine which has been applied by courts in a variety of situations to require federal 
consideration and protection of Indian rights. The trust responsibility applies not 
only to on-reservation dealings with tribal property but also to federal action gutside 
the reservation which affect tribal interests. Northern Cheyenne Tribe, 12 Ind. L.. 
Rep. at 3070; Pyramid Lake Paiute vy. Navy, 898 F.2d 1410, 1420 (9th Cir. 1990). The 


“trust doctrine i» not limited to situations in which the government is managing 
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property owned by an Indian tribe ....” Eric v. Secretary of the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban Development, 464 F. Supp. 44, 49 (D. Alaska 
1978), citing Morton v. Ruiz, 415 U.S. 199, 236 (1974). 


The Ninth Circuit has held that “any Federal government action is subject to 
the United States’ fiduciary responsibilities toward the Indian tribes.” (emphasis in 
original). An agency's conflicting substantive responsibilities do not relieve it of its 
trust obligation. See Pyramid Lake Paiute v. Morton, 354 F. Supp. 252 (D. D.C. 1973). 
Where the “special relationship” exists, federal officials must not only consider but 
must also affirmatively protect Indian interests when carrying out their official 
duties. Northern Cheyenne Tribe, at 3171. Even though the Department of Interior 
may have conflicting responsibilities regarding the “national! interest,” the 
Northern Cheyenne court held that these conflicts did not relieve the government 
of its trust responsibilities to the Tribe: 

To the contrary, identifying and fulfilling the trust responsibility is 

in situations such as the present case where an 
agency's conflicting goals and responsibilities combined with political 
pressure asserted by non-Indians can lead federa] agencies to 
compromise or ignore Indian rights. 


Id. (emphasis added). 


The National Park Service's acts are subject to its fiduciary duty to Native 
American Tribes where its actions impacts their interests. In the present case, this 
fiduciary duty dovetails nicely with the Park Service’s duty to protect wild bison. 
The Organic Act that applies to Yellowstone Park states that the purpose of national 
parks “is to conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the 
wildlife therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such manner and 
by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 
generations.” 16 U.S.C. § 1 (emphasis added). Therefore the exercise of its fiduciary 
duty owned to Tribes can easily be carried out in concert with its statutory obligation 
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to protect wildlife under the Organic Act. 


Intertwined in this trust obligation is the special commitment and directive 
issued by President Bill Clinton requiring that al] federal agencies in his 
administration proactively consult and confer with Tribal Nations on matters that 
affect tribal interests. At the historic gathering of all Tribal Nations at the White 
House on April 29, 1994, President Clinton made this commitment to the Tribal 


Nations: 


Let me speak for a moment about religious freedom, something 
precious to you, something deeply enshrined in our Constitution. For 
many of you traditional religions and ceremonies are the essence of 
your culture and your very existence. .. . No agenda for religious 
freedom will be complete until traditional Native American religious 
practices have received all the protections they deserve. . . . 


your identity and yuur sovereignty, (emphasis added) 

President Clinton backed this commitment up with a Memorandum 
Directive he signed that day. That Memorandum Directive was addressed to the 
heads of all Executive Departments and Agencies regarding government-to- 
government relations with Native American tribal governments. It states that in 
recognition of the “unique legal relationship with Native American tribal 
governments,” the President directs that “each executive department and agency 
shall consult. to the greatest extent practicable and to the extent permitted by law, 
with tribal governments prior to taking actions that affect federally recognized tribal 
governments. All such consultations are to be open and candid so that all 


interested parties may evaluate for themselves the potential impact of relevant 
proposals.” 


That is not what occurred here. The Department of Interior and State of 
Montana negotiated in private over the preferred alternative now proposed in the 
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Draft EIS. No prior consultation between the Federal Agency and Tribal Nations 
occurred, notwithstanding the repeated requests of Tribal leaders to have a seat at 
the table. 


In fact, one month after Chairman Caleb Shields made his plea to have Tribes 
be seated at the table regarding Yellowstone bison management in his address to the 
Montana Legislature, the Chairman of the Montana-Wyoming Tribal Leaders 
Council, Michael T. Pablo, made the same request in written testimony which was 
read to Secretary Babbitt, Secretary Glickman, Governor Racicot, and other officials 
at the March 21, 1997, Gardiner, Montana, public meeting on the escalating bison 
slaughter. After reminding these federal and state officials of Chairman Shields 
request before the Legislature the month before, Chairman Pablo stated: 


On March 6, Tribal religious leaders held a National Day of Prayer 
for the Park bison on the steps of the U.S. And Montana Capitols, 
and here at Gardiner. To add insult to injury, bison were 
slaughtered while this prayer was taking ~'ace, and Montana 
Department of Livestock officials objected and laughed when 
participants asked to pray over the killed bison. 


The Montana-Wyoming Tribal Leaders Council strongly supports 
the alternative put forth by the InterTribal Bison Cooperative: 
quarantine the bison that test negative for brucellosis, and return 
them to tribal and public land as an alternative to slaughter. 


Sot Aen soli. Bie ena tet fein at ee atin Mts 
Park bi i : ;' 


. On behalf of 
Montana Tribes--and all Indian Nations--I pia call on you 
to stop the slaughter of our Buffalo Nation and to provide the 


the Nation's last remaining wild bison herd. (emphasis added) 


Notwithstanding these point blank requests from tribal leaders to Federal and 
State leaders, the Tribal Nations’ request for a seat at the table was ignored. The 


commitment to “government-to-government” consultation was ignored. Instead, 
private negotiations took place between the Department of Interior and the State of 
Montana wherein the Department of Interior acceded to the political pressure from 
Montana livestock interests. The draft EIS was released without any prior Tribal 
consultation with the result that the Tribes and conservation groups had to prepare 
an entirely new alternative to present to the agencies due to the lack of 
consideration and consultation of their views. 


The exclusion of the Tribal Nations’ from this process was not only a 
violation of the federal trust responsibility and President Clinton’s commitment to 
consult and confer with Tribal Nations, it also flies in the face of the consultation 
requirements under the National Historic Preservation Act (“NHPA"). The 
Yellowstone bison herd is a national treasure. This herd is unique. These bison are 
the last free-roaming bison to survive the bison holocaust of the 19th Century. It is 
also now indisputable-though apparently still oblivious to some—that American 
Indian tribes have a special kinship and relationship to this herd that is based in 
history and culture. For example, throughout the Nation, solemn prayer pipe 
ceremonies have been offered for this special bison herd because of its unique 
significance. 


The NHPA states that “[i}t shall be the policy of the Federal Government, in 
cooperation with... Indian tribes . . . to . . . administer federally owned, 
administered, or controlled SS eee 


U.S.C. 5 010, Sotudés Interior is authorized to expand and maintain 
a Nationa! Register of Historic Places composed of districts, sites, buildings, 
structures, and objects significant in American history... and culture.” 16 U.S.C. § 
470a(a)(1)(A). The federal agency with control over these historic resources “should 
be sensitive to the special concerns of Indian tribes in historic preservation issues, 
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800.1(c){iii)(The Section 106 regulations). When an may affect 
properties of historic value to an Indian tribe on non-Indian lands, the consulting 
parties shal) afford such tribe the opportunity to participate as interested parties. Id? 
Properties of traditional religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe .. . may 
be determined eligible for inclusion on the National Register.” 16 U.S.C. § 
470a(d)(6)(A). 


While there may be no precedent for designating wildlife as an historic 
resource and object under the NHPA, the present circumstances are unique. This is 
the last surviving, free-roaming bison herd in the United States. This herd has 
special historical significance to the Nation at large, and to Tribal Nations in 
particular. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Statement on Policy 
concerning consultation with Native Americans Concerning Properties of 
Traditional Religious and Cultural Importance provides guidance in this matter: 


Historic properties with traditional religious and cultural 
importance (“traditional cultural properties”) are essential to 
maintaining the cultural integrity of Indian tribes and Native 
Hawaiian organizations. Such properties are critical to the cultural 
lives of many Native American communities. To preserve the 
character of such p ies in the context of Federal agency 
planning requires that all participants in Section 106 review carry 
meapectiis elence- Native Americen. coltucal. valnen with other sie j 
The principles of lity set forth in Section 800.3(b) 
should be employed by the participants in the Section 106 process. 


~ rr iturall ~ 
throughout the Section 106 process. Rigid adherence to the precise 


2See also 16 U.S.C. § 470a(d)(1)(A) and (B)(Secretary shall assist Indian tribes in 
ing historic properties in a manner that ensures tribal values are taken into 
account to the extent feasible). 
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the American Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C § 1996).... 
(emphasis added). 


The eligibility criteria under 36 C.F.R. § 60.4 support the eligibility of the 
Yellowstone bison herd to the National Register. Section 60.4 provides: 


Ll lity of signifi in American, bi and objects 1 

‘ete witl hat | te a signifi ributi 
to the broad patterns of our history, or (b) that are associated with 
the lives of persons significant in our past; or (c) that embody the 
distinctive characteristics of a ..period . . . or that represent a 
significant and distinguishable entity whose components may lack 
individual distinction; or (d) that have yielded, or may be likely to 
yield, information important in prehistory or history.” 


The Yellowstone bison would be eligible under nearly all of these criteria, but need 
only qualify under one. 


Section 106 requires the National Park Service to take into account the effect 
of any undertaking on any site or object that is eligible for inclusion in the National 
Register prc: ‘© the undertaking.. The Act is clear that the Section 106 review must 
be done pri. to the expenditure of any federal funds on the undertaking. 16 USC. 
§ 470f. The National Park Service has violated this requirement in the present case. 
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It is an accomplice to the largest bison slaughter in the 20th Century. It has 
constructed a capture facility in the Reese Creek area for the purpose of collecting 
bison for slaughter. Moreover, it has expended substantial expenditures on the 
disastrous Interim Bison Plan (which will again be in effect this winter) and in 
proposing its equally-flawed preferred alternative. It has not complied with its 
Section 106 legal obligations. 


The National Park Service has a legal obligation to consult the affected Indian 
Tribes on this undertaking and to avoid or mitigate damage or destruction of this 
historic bison herd. 16 U.S. C. § 470h-2(aX2)(D) and (b). This it has failed to do. 
Because the proposed management plan and recent slaughter of the Yellowstone 
bison herd impacts tribal religious concerns associated with this herd, the Nat onal 
Park Service must also respect and comply with the American Indian Religious 
Freedom Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1996, and the directives pronounced by President Bill 
Clinton to respect tribal cultural and religious values and consult with Tribes on a 
government-to-governm~nt basis. 


Because the ITBC believes that the State of Montana has received federal 
funding or other federal assistance in past bison management policies and in the 
preparation and/or implementation of the proposed preferred alternative, the 
Section 106 requirements of NHPA apply with equal force to it. Moreover, state 
officials must act consistent with the Montana Constitutional commitment to 
recognize “the distinct and unique cultural heritage of the American Indians” 
(Article X, Section 1, 1972 Montana Constitution) and “provide for the . . . 
preservation, and administration of . . . historic [and] cultural . . . objects (Article IX, 
Section 4, 1972 Montana Constitution). 


In conclusion, the Department of Interior and the State of Montana have 
failed to carry out its moral and legal obligation to consult with affected Tribal 


Nations prior to release of the draft EIS. This has prejudiced and corrupted the 
process because none of the alternatives proposed in the reflect a commitment 
to stewardship principles. The preferred alternative will only result in future 
needless bison slaughter, destruction of a national treasure, and continued disregard 
for Tribal cultural concerns. The Citizen's Plan reflects an appropriate balance 
between stewardship and professional management of the Nation's last remaining 
free-roaming bison. 
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Bison Public EIS Comment 


Name: Melissa Kimaek 
Organization: Snavely Forest Products 
Address: 

Pe 
Email: 
Comment: 


| am highly opposed to the senseless sieughter of the Yellowstone buffalo herd. These fantastic 
animais should remain a part of our precious, ever shrinking wildlife community and not trested as 
disposed of like trash. in the township in which | live our symbol is the buffalo, which instilis great 
pride in all or our residents. We ere gifted to have five adull buffato and one calf recently bom in our 
local county park. These buffalo have been here for neerty fifty years, and thelr roaming area has 
been expended. if a small commulty can preserve wildilfe, then certainly e national park and our 
government could and sho'1id be able to provide for the Yellowstone buffalo. A reasonable solution 
eee | support the NWF efforts in 
that sohaion. 
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| spent some time in Montana shortly after Yellowstone bumed and Elizabeth Claire 
Prophet closed the gates to her ranch so that bison, elk and other wildlife from Yellowstone Park 
were starving in the streets of Gardner, Montana. With the help of other concemed people, we 
took bales of hay and spread them on the streets of Gardner to teed the wildlife, while she 
collected ammunition and built bomb shelters. Now, this land still is unavailable to the wiidiite 
migrating from the park. | think it needs to stop, Elizabeth Ciaire Prophet needs to be stopped. 
Of Secondly, my tamily are cattle ranchers in Montana. Before | was happity divorced, | also 
participated. Certainly, we do not want the cattle ranchers to go hungry, but certainly we to not 
want the way of life of our people stopped on account of cattle ranching. | heard Rosalie speak at 
Kyle's school in February, and | wept to think that our grandmas are out in the snow in the dead of 
winter between armed cattle ranchers and the subsidence for our life. | would encourage you to 
get our grandmas at home in the warmth where they belong, instead of out trying to protect 
buffalo. They don’t belong there. | support this Citizens’ Plan. 
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_October 12, 1998 
ia @ 
Bison Management Pian EIS oie 7 
PO Box 25287 
Denver,CO 80225 
Dear Nationa! Park Service, 


This is my opinion on the closing of Yellowstone National Park to 
snowmobile use. 


| oppose Alternatives #2, #3, #5 and #6 because of the harmful 
effects to the winter recreation in general and snowmobiling 
specifically. 


| support Alternative #7 because it establishes a carrying 
Capacity within the Park for bison and it also manages the bison 
population accordingly. Alternative #7 does not effect winter 
recreation and snowmobiling with road closures or road plowing. 


It is of the most importance of maintaining a bison population 
that the Park can provide for. When the population increases beyond 
that carrying capacity, it is then when the Park's rangelands are 
overgrazed - forcing the bison to migrate out of the park, in search of 
food. Providing for the bison population during the winter months is 
the most difficult time due to insufficient food supply during the ice and 
snow accumulation. 


The policy of the Park Service permits the natural regulation of 
wildlife populations by natural factors to control the size and 
distribution of the population. Nature dictates that humans and 
animais will seek food wherever possible. This is one of the main 
reasons the bison wander out of the park - in search of food - rather 
than starve to death in the park. 


fo | 


There is not any scientific studies that reflect a negative impact 
on snowmobile use and trail grooming on the wildlife, including the 
bison and other wildlife in Yellowstone National Park. 


The typical individual could not tour the Park in the summer or 
winter, in a non-motorized way. The size of the Park would make it 
virtually impossible. This would eliminate access to our park. 


The original intent and purpose of the Park as stated on original 
archway to the Park: ‘For the benefit and enjoyment of ail the 
peopie’. 

Please keep the National Park open for you, me, our children, 


and our grandchildren. They need to experience Yellowstone National 
Park at its finest - in the winter. 


Please add my name to the mailing list for the Bison 
Management Plan EIS. Thank you for listening to my opinion. 


Sincerely, 
Vi eravan k Stowe. 


sassauisng 
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While | live inf | often: irave! and hike m Yellowstone and other parts of the Rocky Mountains it 1s 
always 2 highhght of the trip to see bison, and on rare occasions to know that grizzly bears are around | 
urge you to adopt a bison management pian that will sirangthen the beaith of the grizzly bear population and 
als) maintain or maumuze the size of the bison populauon. 


Grizzly bears and bison are Irving remnants of our country's natural history before human settlement, and 
figure large in our cultural heritage. They are also indicative of a healthy natural environment. We need to 
preserve and expand if possible healthy populations of both. 


The scientific evidence seems clear that bison are a significant part of the diet of grizzly bears. Bison 
management proposals that reduce the bison population will reduce the amount of bison meat available for 
bear consuinpuion. This will cause direct reduction in the bear population as well as an increase in bear- 
bumep conflicts and human caused grizzly vear mortalities. Any reduction of svailable bison meat may be 
particularly significam: in light of the possible reduction in the availability of two other important food 
sources for the bears, the whitebark pine seeds and Yellowstone cutthroat trout. So choosing bison 
management alternatrves that strengthen the bison population would likely strengthen the recovery of the 
Yellowstone grizzly bear 


Another important reason to increase the bison population is to increase the potential sightings of the bison 
by tourists The economuc unpact of tourists is important to the region as a whole, and the overall economic 
benefit probably more than offsets any losses duc to reduced grazing on Federal lands. This also shifts the 
economuc benefits to many residents throughout the region instead of those few blessed with grazing leases. 


Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Plan. 
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BISON MANAGEMENT TEAM, 

EIS TEAM, NATIONAL PARK SERVICE, 
SARAH BRANSOM DSC-RP, 

P. O. BOX 25287, 

DENVER, CO. 80225-9901. 


GENTLEMEN : 
IN THE NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION ENVIROACTION PUBLICATION SHOWING AN 


OCTOBER DATE AND ASKING FOR LETTERS BY OCTOBER i6TH., BUT RECEIVED HERE TODAY | AM 
REQUESTING AN EXTENTION OF THAT DATE TO TODAY. 


THE STATE OF MONTANA IS PROBABLY MY PAVORITE WESTERN STATE, TAKING IN STATES 
LIKE SOUTH DAKOTA, WYOMING, COLORADO, ETC. I HAVE NEVER HAD THE PLEASURE OF 
SEEING A WILD BISON BUT I AM CERTAIN IF MONTANA, ESPECIALLY, KEEPS OW FINDING 
WAYS TO HAVE THEM KILLED ANY TIME THEY LEAVE THE BORDER OF YELLOWSTONE PARK, 
AND USING ANY NUMBER OF UNPROVEN REASON WHY THE RANCHERS ARE "CONCERNED" ABOUT 
DISEASES THESE YELLOWSTONE BISON COULD INFLICT THEIR HERDS OF CATTLE, FEEDING 
ON LOTS OF GOVERNMENT LAND AND WITH VERY SMALL PAYMENTS TO THE GOVERNMENT FOR 
THAT PRIVELIGE...AS IS DONE WITH THE VARIOUS EXCUSES USED BY MINERS OR MINING 
CONCERNS TO MINE ON GOVERNMENT LANDS WITH VERY LITTLE OR NO PAYMENT TO THE 
GOVERNMENT. IT IS IN MY ESTIMATION A LOUSY DEAL FOR ALL OF US WHO ENJOY 

THAT LAND OUT WEST AND WE HOPE IT CAN BE HANDLED FAIRLY WITH THOSE WILD 

BISON LN THEIR THOUGHTS...PERHAYS EVEN BY THE TRAPPING OF ANY BISON THAT 

GET OT OF YELLOWSTONE PARK AND PERMITING SOME OF THE INDIAN TRIBES TO RELEASE 
THEM UNHARMED ON INDIAN LAND WHERE THOUSANDS OF BISON USED TO BE BUT MOW IN VERY 
SHORT SUPPLY BECAUSE OF SOME STATES, PRIMARILY MONTANA, NOT WANTING THOSE ANIMALS 
FEEDING ON "THFTR GOVERNMENT LAND” AND PERHAPS HURTING THEIR CATTLE. 


PLEASE DO WHAT YOU CAN TO PREVENT THIS FROM HAPPENING...AND THANK YOU. 
SINCERELY, 


“Fish 35 Miles off Most Scenic Water’ 


SLNINWOD 


August 5, 1998 


Bison Management T: am 
National Park Service 
Sarah Bransom DSC - RP 
P. O. Box 25287 
Denver,CO 80225-0747 


Dear EIS Team: 


We want wild, free-rouming buffalo in Yellowstone. We oppose the “Preferred 
Alteraative” recomm:nded by the state of Montana and the federal government. The 
governments’ plan cor tinues the unnecessary killing of buffalo moving to public tands 
outside the park in wir ter. We can do better. 


Yellowstone's buffalo the largest wild, free-roaming buffalo herd in the United States, are 
too important to sacrif ce. They are a source of pride for all of us. 


We endorse the Citiz-ns’ Pian to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, which will: 

¢ Maintain wild, fre:-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone National Park. 

© Create a large spe ial management area outside the park where buffalo can use public 
lands to survive hersh winters, and where buffalo will be managed by wildlife 


professionals. 

¢ Develop scientific buffalo population goals for this special management area outside 
the park. 

¢ Use traditiona! wildlife management tools of relocation (to Indian reservations or 
public lands) and regulated harvest when science demonstrates that available land 
cannot support more buffalo. 

¢ Recommend vacciaation of cattle within and adjacent to the special management area. 
Emphasize acquisition of key «inter range lands or easements through public purchase 
from willing sellers. Provide incentives to modify livestock operations to provide 


These strategies will m sintain wild, free-roaming buffalo and protect the interests of the 
livestock industry in a balanced, common-sense manner Please adopt this plan. 


UMN ® Micha LAM. 


Robert J. Keith Michele R. Keith 
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YELL-7749 contd. 


Sarah Brensom, DSC-RP 

Bison Management Pian EIS Tema 
Nauonal Park Service 

PO Box 25287 

Denver, Colorado 80225-9901 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 

I'm wnitng to express my extreme disappomtment over the draft interagency Bison Management 
Plan EIS Quite piamily. this document is a treumph of politics and hysteria over science and common 
sense. The entire Bison Management Pian is based upon a faise fear that bruceilosss can be spread from 
bason to cattle m a wild setting In fact, brucellosis has not been transmitted from bison to cattle in the 
wild, ever. 

Here 1s what | believe you should do to manage the nson in Yellowstone National Park and the 
surrounding public lands: 
1. Latthe Bises Ream! 
Bison should be allowed to roam on all public lands m the Greater Yellowstone Ecosysiem Bison wl! 
be allowed to remain on all public lands witinn the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and no restnctons 


aan teacaamaamranaaze: rnp 
2. 


There has never been a confirmed case of the cansmission of brucellosis from bison to cattle. In Grand 
Teton Natonal Park, bisun and cattle have mb.abited the same lands for over 40 years. Those cattle were 
vaccinated agaist the disease If Montana follows tus plan of cattle vaccination, 1! 1s reasonable 10 
expect sumilar results. no transmission of brucellosis—and no need to control bison movement on public 
tands. 

3. Let Wikdiifs Mienegers Manage the Wildlife! 

The bison of Yellowstone are part of the only remammg wild, free-roaming herd m the Unuted States. 
Whence Aeneas Seperate cd Ae eran ei 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks should teke over surisdichon of bison management in 
Montana. 

4. Relocate Bison from Private Lands Only Where Necessary, 

If bison threaten private lands or human safety, 1t 1s reasonable to adopt non-lethal, non-restnctive 
methods of removal. 

5. 


Bison should be allowed io roam freely on the public lands of the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem, unt] an ecologically based, peer reviewed carrying capacity for bison in the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem has been established. Bison movement and resource utihzation outside of tre 
Park over the next ten years should be studied to determine thus carrying capacity, and the results should 
be incorporated is into the final determination of carrying capacity. Until such a carrying capacity is 
established, no popuiston control methods should be unplemented. 

There is pe need to spend milhons of dollars to corral, confine, haze, test, slaughter, quarantinc, 
and shoot bison in 2 attempt to keep then sway from cattle Yet that is what your draft EIS proposes to 
do The addition of bison to our natonal forest and BLM lands should be welcomed, not feared 

We already know that elk, as well as bison, carry the disease brucellosts. Eradication of the 
disease in wildlife should not and cannot be the goal. The goa) should be the cantroi of the disease in 
cattle, which can be obtained with existing vaccines. 


Sncereh 1% cateunl Wyprany ios 
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September 27, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


SUBJ: Public Comeent 
Dear Sarah: 


Thank you for letting me comment on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) on the future management of buffalo within Montana 
and Yellowstone National Park. 


I am against the Preferred Alternative (alternative 7) presented in 
the DEIS which will continue the present slaughter and containment 
plan. In my opinion the National Stock Growers Association has 
taken a death stend on this issue, which to them is the possible 
loss of federal grazing land next to Yellowstone MWational Park. 
They feel this would make a precedent to other ereas of the county 
and are going all out to stop this possible expansion of wildlife 
on public lands. This is nothing to do with disease, it is 
everything to do with "POWER". much has changed since 1860 
for the Stock Growers. 


Take the Citizens Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo and the use of 
federal lands for all citizens, not just a very special few. 


e Recognize buffalo as wildlife and put wildlife 
professionals in charge of critical management decisions 
thet must be made with scientifically based data 
including population control, available forage, land mass 
and carrying capacity. 

s Maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo by 


ensuring buffalo access to public lands 
outside the park, and direct ies to 


op range 
lands of easements aa purchases of 
willing sellers to expand available range. 


VAN HYNING & ASBOC., INC. 


SLNINWOD 
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YELL-7484 contd. 


« Provide incentives to modify livestock 
operations for winter foraging 
Gonovenssieo ‘tor falo outside the park, 

contact between cattle and buffalo and 
provide compensation for damage to private 
property. 

s Relocate buffalo to ative American 
reservations or public lands or utilize a 
regulated harvest to control herd size. 


a Reduce or alte: gras allotments on public lands 
where buffalo snd cattle may come into contact. 


© Require mandatcry vaccination of all cattle within 
the Greater Yellowstone Areas. 


Please consider her comments. 


Bid 


Bison Management Team 

National Park Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear EIS Team: 


T want wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone. I oppose the “Preferred Alternative” recommended 
by. the state of Montana and the federa) government. The Government plan continues the unnecessary 
killing of buffalo moving to public lands outside the park in winter. We can do better. 
Yellowstone's buffalo are too important ‘0 sacrifice. They are a source of pride for all of us. 
I endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, which wiil: 

* Maintain wild, free-roaming biffalo in Yellowstone Nationa) Park. 


* Create a large special manage nent area outside the park where buffalo can 
use public lands to survive hash winters, and where buffalo will be managed by 
wildlife professionals. 


* Develop scientific buffalo population goals for this special management area 
outside the park. 


* Relocate buffalo to Indian reservations or public lands or use a regulated harvest, 
but only when science demons rates that available land cannot support more buffalo. 


* Recommend vaccination of cat :le within lands adjacent to the special management 
area. 


* Emphasize acquisition of key ‘vinter range lands or easements through public purchase 
from willing sellers. Provide i \entives to modify livestock operations to provide winter 
foraging opportunities for buffalo outside the park. 


tuass,, I Katy haw ps 


These strategies will maintain wild, fre>-roaming buffalo and protect the intérests of thé livestock . 
industry in a balanced, common-sense :nanner. Please adopt this plan. 
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Bison Management Team 

National Park Service - Sarah Braniom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 26287 

Denver, CO 80226-0287 

Dear EIS Team: 

I want wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yell »wstone. | oppose the “Preferred Alternative” recommended 
by the state of Montana and the federal The Government plan continues the unnecessary 
killing of buffalo moving to public lexds outside the park in winter. We can do better. 

Yellowstone's buffalo are too important 10 sacrifice. They are a source of pride for all of us. 

I endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, which will: 


* Maintain wild, free-roaming biffalo in Yellowstone National Park. 


yn 


* Create a large special management ares, outside the park where buffalo can 
use public lands to survive harsh winters, and where buffalo will be managed by 
wildlife professionals. 

* Develop scientific buffalo popu ation goals for this special management area 
outside the park. 

* Relocate buffalo to Indian rese vations or public lands or use a regulated harvest, 
but only when science demonstrates that available land cannot support more buffalo. 


* Recommend vaccination of cattle within lands adjacent to the special management 
area. 


* Emphasize acquisition of key vinter range lands or easements through public purchase 
from willing sellers. Provide incentives to modify livestock opprations to provide winter 
foraging opportunities for buffilo outside the park. 


In addition: / Lovsce twadicahe a af Broce Mess pe ttt bison 


These strategies wil] maintain wild, frev-roaming buffalo and protect the interests of the livestock 
industry in a balanced. common-sense manner. Please adopt this plan. 


/Ub 


WELIAM | COOKE t CPA rer ne 
GRADLEY D MekmINEY CPA _ CORTE PUBL ACCOMM na 
RAM BN 
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August 4, 1998 
Bison Management Plan UIS Team 
National Park Service 
Attn: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 


The states of Montana and Wyoming have certainly done a disservice to the bison located in their 
states. About the time you get one problem solved, or you think it is solved, another problem 
pops up. This is particularly true with the bison, and particularly with the Yellowstone bison. 


I have always felt it vital to allow what buffalo that are left in the West the freedom to roam on 
public lands adjacent to our national parks to the amount of carrying capacity the public lands 
can handle. The Park Service could rent range adjacent to the parks, and also the Park Service is 
going to have to take into consideration the fact that bison are wildlife, not livestock, and as such 
should be managed by wildlife professionals. The only successful breeding of bison that I know 
of in this part of the country is located in the state of Kentucky, and as long as they are allowed 
their freedom, they have done very well. I just can't see any reason why we can’t take excess 
buffalo and remove them from wherever they are currently raising to Indian reservations or other 
public lands. An alternative to killing buffalo, again, you could remove the excess to Indian 
reservations, and | think you would find they would do very well indeed. 


You have already started your public meetings, but I did want to express to you an inland 
person’s concern for one of the true heritage wildlife of the United States. 


Sincerely, 
lo” Pe Cerete 
William P. Cook 
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3 August 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
PO Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225 


Dear Team Members, 


I write to encourage the resolution of the bison/cattle 
problem by emphasizing vaccination of cattle in the 

area and better management of grazing practices on public 
and private land. I also encourage the banning of snow- 
mobile use in the park to inhibit bison wandering on 
these trails outside the park. The proposal of killing 
gentle and trusting bison is reminiscent of horrific 
scenes from Dances with Wolves. Our species’ collective 
conscience cannot with such mindless acts. 
Please prevent this from happening. 


Sincerely, 


D> AG. Ios th 
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August 1, 1998 
TO BISON MANAGEMENT PLAN: 
DEAR SIRS: 


My family and myself have been visiting and vacationing in Jackson Hole 
Wyoming and the yellowstone area since 1959. When I grew up and got 
married and had children....they then had the wonderful opportunity of 
accompanying us along with Grandma and Grandpa to the Grand Teton 
Yellowstone area. My husband has fallen in love with he area too and 
we visit twice a year and plan to retire there. 


We are very concerned about the plans and treatment of the Bison in 

that area over the past few years. We were especially horrified by the 
mass slaughter two years ago. We receive the Jackson paper on a weekly 
basis and keep up to date on what is going on out there, 


It is ridiculous to lease public land to private ranchers to allow their 
cattle to graze on it and then kill the animals whom the land rightfully 
belongs too because the ranchers are afraid of Brucellosis. Please work 
to acquire lands or easements from private landowners to take care of 
bison near the park. Please let Bison use Forest Service lands outside 
the park without being interferred with. Adjust the cattle grazing 
allotments on those lands, 


Please dont turn yellowstone into a soo. Let the last wild herd of bison 
stay free and wild. And quit your stupid plans to slaughter them out of 
fear by private cattle ranchers who should have no gay over the yellowstone 
bison herd. Please allow wildlife pros and not some idiots from the 

state of Montana to manage the bison herd and their size. 


IT WILL BE A LONG TIME BEFORE WE WILL EVER GO BACK AND VACATION OR VISIT I 
THE STATE OF MONTANA..because of what has been done with the yellowstone 
bison herd. Do you think we are the only people in this country who feel 
this way? Get a grip and look into the eyes of reality. Protect these 
anigais. 


Protect them for us Americans today as well as future generations 


WPKR RADIO 
WPCK RADIO 
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October 9, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team, National Park Service 
Attn: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Re: Buffalo Management - Yellowstone National Pari. 
Dear Ms. Bransom: 


I am writing to express my concern over the slaughtering of over 1,000 bison during the 
1996-97 winter, after they migrated out of Yellowstone National Park in Montana in search of 
food. These buffalo were part of the last remnant of the great wild herds that roamed much of 
that region before their near-extermination in the 19" century. Although I understand how a 
ranche: would fear their herds contracting brucellosis, there is a better and more logical way to 
alleviate this fear without killing buffalo who are not afflicted with this disease. 


The Citizen's Plan would protect the interest of ranchers and the wild buffalo herds by 
allowing Buffalo on public lands to roam those lands just 2s the Yellowstone elk do and be 
managed by wildlife professionals. Under the Citizen's Plan, bison moving onto private land 
would be trapped with permission of the landowner and held to be tested for brucellosis. 
Negative testing buffalo would be transported to tribal lands, where they would be allowed to 
wander free and where they would be respected and valued as a part of the tribes’ cultural 
heritage. The tribes have agreed to “bank” these wild animals and their gene pool. Allowing this 
plan to succeed would restore the freedom and dignity of 2 free-ranging species and returned to 
our public lands to be enjoyed by all. 


Prema oe ererhed Pager 
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anc as such should be managed 
by wildlife professionals for enjoyment by the public in a wild and natural setting on public and 
tribal lands — not by livestock officials who only serve a single, special interest. 


Allowing livestock bureaucrats to shoot “at will” any buffalo crossing park boundaries 
sets a very dangerous precedent - other wildlife species inconvenient to ranchers, such as elk 
(also exposed to brucellosis), wolves, grizzly bears, bighorn sheep and other species will be 
become the target of this slaughter. You must not allow this to happen! 


Buffalo must be allowed to roam free on public lands adjacent to the Park up to the 
“carrying capacity” of these adjacent lands; if additional land is needed, the state and federal 
agencies should acquire additional winter range next to the park. 


There is absolutely no sound reason to destroy a bison which is not afflicted with 
brucellosis. As an alternative to destroying bison, excess, healthy buffalo should be moved to 
Indian reservations and other public lands. This is a reasonable and necessary solution to protect 
this species. 


The Citizen’s Plan is a scientifically based, viable management solution and most 
certainly should be the preferred alternative. 


1 can’t imagine that anyoue would ever consider a rancher’s priorities over the priority of 
the public and its need for the continued existence of wildlife, especially such a truly incredible 
and historical species as the buffalo. 


The buffalo attract many a person to stop, gaze, take pictures and relish in the absolute 
harmony of wildlife and its beautiful habitat. {f the buffalo decline due to this needless slaughter, 
I can only imagine how that would effect the experience of a person or more importantly, a child 
visiting Yellowstone. The wildlife is one of the most amazing assets of Yellowstone and draws 
more and more families to the park every year. It would truly be sad to see this beautiful species 
destroyed. 


Aree os Mecwrted Ago 
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October 9, 1998 
Page 3 


| urge you to re-draft the EIS and incorporate the Citizen's Plan into the document . 
analyze it as 2 viable alternative. = | 


’ Bison Management Ptan EJS Team 
National Park Servi 
J. ¥ _ 1 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on the Interagency 
Bison Pian/Environmental Impact Statement. I am opposed to Alternatives 
2, 3, 5, and 6 because of the harmful effects upon the traditional winter 
recreational uses in Yellowstone National Park. 


I am in support of Alternative 7, the Preferred Alternative, for the following 
reasons. 


e Alternative 7 recognizes that Yellowstone National Park cannot 
support an unlimited number of bison. This alternative lists a 
carrying capacity for bison and has detailed plans for managing 
that population acceptably and responsibly. 

e Alternative 7 doesn’t impinge upon the people’s right to use their 
park in the wi rough long established and traditional 
means, such as snowmobiling and the use of snowcoaches and 
cross-coumtry skis. 

e Alternative 7 preserves the safest means of visitation to 
Yellowstone National Park in the winter and doesn’t encourage 
suggestion of plowing roads in the perk in the winter is not cost 
ffective or ical 

© Alternative 7 preserves the economy of the gateway communities 
which have built year round businesses based on the traditional! 
winter uses of Yellowstone National Park. 


Sarah Branson, DSC-RP 


mes on Pecweied Mage 
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Your Authorized Arctic Cat and Yeameha Dealer 
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14,501 contd. 


For the previously mentioned reasons, | believe that Alternative 7 would 
most effectively manage the bison issue in a reasonable manner, while still 
allowing winter opportunities as they exist today in Yellowstone National 
Park. 


1 would appreciate you keeping me on your mailing list to receive additional 
information on this very important project. 


Sincerely, 

Qua pew 
F.W. Howell 
FWH/sb 
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Organization and Educational Institution Comment Letters 


Alabama Audubon Council - See Audubon Society, 
Alabama Council - 9740 

Alabama Cattlemen's Association - 9729; Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Alabama Cooperative Extension System - 14431; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public perception 

Alabama Environmental Council - See Audubon 
Society, Alabama Council - 9740 

Alabama Farmers Federation - 9948; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

Alabama Ornithological Society - See Audubon 
Society, Alabama Council - 9740 

Alabama Veterinary Medical Association - 14607; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone 
Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception 

Alliance for the Wild Rockies - 8616; Alternative Plan 
B, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51 

American Association of Wildlife Veterinarians - 
5638; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination 

_ with RBS1, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates 

American Council of Snowmobile Associations - See 
Business Section under Moore & McFadden - 
14978 

American Farm Bureau Federation - 13356; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Population, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 


perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species, Wildlife - 
Threatened and Endangered Species - protection 

American Lands Alliance - 3037, 5373; Alternative 
Plan B, Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception 

American Legion, Miami Beach No.85 - 2690; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

American Reform Party - CA - 4354; Alternative Plan 
B, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Socioeconomics - Benefit and 
Cost Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

American Veterinary Medical Association - 8846; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Population - 
set an upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status 

Animal Advocates of Lake County - 8750; 
Alternatives/Issues - New 

Animal Assistance League of Orange County - 10717; 
Bison Alternative 

Animal Protection Institute - 11124, 15186a; Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 
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Animal Rights Alliance - See Schubert & Associates - 
10110 

Anti-Vivisection Society of America - 4182; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Citizen's Plan 

Appalachian Voices - See Preserve Appalachian 
Wilderness - 15372 

Apple Country Snowmobile Club - 9255; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use 
and Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Arlington Conservation Council - 7052; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Association of Veterinarians for Animal Rights - 
2653; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Audubon Society, Alabama Council - 9740; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

Audubon Society, Bexar - 7059; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB5S1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Audubon Society, Boulder County - 1476; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Audubon Society, Conococheague - 4105; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 


Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (managen‘ent 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Vaiues 

Audubon Society, Evergreen Naturalists - 15572; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Citizen's 
Plan, Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered 
Species 

Audubon Society, Last Chance - 8879; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Audubon Society, Montana Chapter - 14568; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Change Cattle Operations (Public and 
Private), Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Audubon Society, Prairie Wood - 8200; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Audubon Society, Travis - 15082; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Citizen's 
Plan 

Banff Environmental Action and Res. (BEAR) Soc. - 
2397a; Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered 
Species 

Bear Creek Council - 8871; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Berlin United Methodist Church - 1625; Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Big Horn Livestock Association - 14841; Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RB51, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 
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Billings Rod and Gun Club - 14867; Bison - Hunting, 


Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 


Blue Ribbon Coalition, Inc. - 7262, 14884 (See also 


Business Section under Moore & McFadden - 
14978); Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, 
Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 


Bridging the Gap - 2116; Bison - Effects on Free- 


Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 


Brushy Bottom Bison Basin - 13005; Brucellosis - 


Transmission and public perception 


Buffalo Field Archery Club - 15095; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 


Buffalo Gap Land Rescue - 14911; Alternative Plan 


B, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 


Buffalo Nations - 14900, 15187; Alternative Plan B, 


Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 


Butte Busters Snowmobile Club, Inc. - 9488; Visitor 
Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

Cabinet Resource Group - 14600; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

California Farm Bureau Federation - 15806; Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

California Federation for Animal Legislation - 336, 
4590; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Chipeta Elementary - 5192; Citizen's Plan, Visitor Use 
- Overall Visitor Use and Experience, Wildlife - 
Threatened and Endangered Species - protection 

Civitas - 14226; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Clemson University, Department of Livestock Poultry 
Health Programs - 14336; Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception 

Cold Mountain, Cold Rivers - 15366; Alternative Plan 
B, Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Bison - Population - set an upper and lower 
population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
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Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species, Wildlife - Threatened and 
Endangered Species - protection 

Colorado Grizzly Project - 2555; Bison - Distribution 
(Carcasses), Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates 

Colorado State University, Natural Resource Ecology 
Laboratory - 9308; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Testing 

Colorado Wildlife Alliance - 6045; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Colorado Wildlife Federation - 9288; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Committee for Children - 420; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Committee for Responsible Growth - 6057; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Aliotments - modify, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 


Easements or winter range, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

Committee to Abolish the Fur Trade - See Schubert & 
Associates - 10110 

Concerned People for Animals, Inc. - 1080; Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS51, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Conservation Council for Hawaii - 5015, 15886; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority); Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Converse County School District #2 - 17684; Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Cornelia Connelly School - 4216; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

Deerlodge Forest Defense Fund - 13055; Alternative 
Plan B, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modify, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable 

Defenders of Wildlife - 14980; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination 
with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 

Doris Day Animal League - 14383; Bison - Hunting, 
Bison Alternative, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
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Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Earth Island Institute - 15214a, 15799 (See also 
Schubert & Associates - 10110, 14714); Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population - set an upper and lower 
population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Earth Walk Spiritual Ministry - 16643; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception 

East Ascension Sportsmans League Inc. - 14737; 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments 
- modify, Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Ecology Center - 15150, 15254, 15671; Alternative 
Plan B, Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Population - set an upper and lower 
population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Bison Alternative, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species 

EcoSys Alert - 1287; Bison - Distribution (Live), 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 


Distribution, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Edmonds Institute - 15517; Alternative Plan B, Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Vaccination, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS51, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Eilat Loves Animals - 192; Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception 

Environmental Council of Rhode Island - 16339; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan 

Environmental Protection Information Center - 14337; 
Alternative Plan B, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable 

Ethics Outreach - 8664; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS51, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Farm Sanctuary - See Schubert & Associates - 10110 

First Congregational Church - 1298; Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range 

Flathead Wildlife - 10816; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Florida Biodiversity Project - 9382; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Property Damage, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Ranching, Bison - 
Vaccination, Bison Alternative, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
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Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 


Florida Wildlife Organization - 14915; Bison - 


Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 


Forest Lake Minnesota Snowmobile Club - 10305; 


Visitor Use - Winter Recreation 


Frente Zapatista - 14896; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 


Friends of Animals - 419, 5937; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison - Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis 
- in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS51, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 


Friends of Animals and Their Environment and Faith - 


15270; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 


Friends of Native Americans - 13545; Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Citizen's Plan 

Friends of the Bitterroot - 8639; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison - Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Friends of the West - 191; Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Friends of the Wild Swan - 15237; Alternative Plan B, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Socioeconomics 
- Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable 

Fund for Animals - 15123, 15124, 15197a (See also 
Schubert & Associates 10110, 14714; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population - set an upper and lower 
population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Alternative, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Testing, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Gallatin Wildlife Association - 14935, 15233; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
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Ungulates, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Georgia Farm Bureau Federation - 14398; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd 

Girl Scout Troop 395 - 6831; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

Glasgow Area Chamber of Commerce and Agriculture 
- 2029; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Population, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities, Wildlife - Threatened 
& Endangered Species 

Grassland Heritage Foundation - 9158; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Bison - Property Damage, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Grassroot for Multiple Use - 14285; Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor 
Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Great Plains Restoration Council - 5515; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Greater Yellowstone Coalition - 14870, 14941, 15126, 
15139, 15239, 15420, 15792 (See also 
Wyoming Stock Growers Assoc. - 15785); 
Alternative - Adjustments to Interim Plan, 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Distribution 
(Carcasses), Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 


Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Property Damage, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Special Management Areas - proposed 
boundaries, Bison - Vaccination, Bison Ecology. 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming, Wildlife - 
Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 


Harmony Middle School - 6th grade - 17683; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Brucellosis - Testing, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public perception 


Heartwood - See Preserve Appalachian Wilderness - 


15372 


Honor the Earth - 4490; Alternatives/Issues - New, 


Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 


Humane Education Network - 473, 11441; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
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vaccination with RB51, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Humane Legislative Network - 6535; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

Humane Society, Golden State - 5948; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

Humane Society, Marion County - 9678; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Alternative, Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Humane Society, Peoria - 5393; Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

Humane Society, Seneca County - 9062; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

Humane Society, Tampa Bay - 6881; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Socioeconomics 
- Project costs are reasonable 

Humane Society of the United States - 14903, 15129; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming, Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered 
Species 

Idaho Cattle Association - | 1160; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 


Bison - Population, Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Vegetation - Vegetative Communities 

Idaho Farm Bureau Federation - 11433; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Humane 
Treatment, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), Vegetation 
- Vegetative Communities 

Idaho Mythweaver - 14439; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Property Damage, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered Species 

Idaho State Snowmobile Association - 10491; Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

Idaho Watersheds Project - 15317; Alternatives/Issues 
- New, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB5S1, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Idaho Wildlife Federation of Boise - 14871; 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, Citizen's 
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Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

In Defense of Auimals - 15193a; Alternative Plan B, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Quarantine Operaiions 

Indiana Wildlife Federation - 5576; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Indigenous Support Coalition of Oregon - 15318; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Inherit the Earth - 1923; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

International Defenders of Animals, Inc. - 6283; Bison 
- Hunting, Bison Alternative, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), Visitor Use - 
Winter Recreation 

International Lutheran Women's Missionary League - 
1113; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Hunting, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

lowa Wildlife Federation, Inc. - 12035; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

Izaak Walton League - 15263, 15304; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Property Damage, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 


require vaccination with RB51, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance - 15124a, 15140, 
15329 (See also Wyoming Stock Growers 
Assoc. - 15785); Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Population 
- set an upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species 

Jerabek Elementary School-Sth Grade - 17872; Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 
- Testing, Citizen's Plan, Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

Kaniksu Bioregional Council - 5168; Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Property Damage, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB5S1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Kettle Range Conservation Group - 9328, 10524; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Last Chance for Animals - See Schubert & Associates 
- 10110 

League in Support of Animals - 1780; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

League of Kentucky Sportsmen, Inc. - 9153; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
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Ranging Status and Distribution, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

Lemon Bay High School - 11089; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Little Wound School-3rd Grade - 17682; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Citizen's 
Plan 

Livestock Conservation Institute - 9686; 
Alternatives/'sses - New, Bison - 
Capture/Tes . .ughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 


Special Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 


Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 


Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, Vegetation 
- Vegetative Communities, Wildlife - Threatened 


& Endangered Species 

Louisiana Farm Bureau Federation, Inc. - 14293; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Cattle - Brucellosis 
Class-Free Status, Socioeconomics - Cost to 
livestock operators 

Manitoba Animal Alliance - 150; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 


Marshall Elementary School-4th Grade - 17681; Bison 


- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis 
- in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

Maryland Coalition for Animal Rights - 11529; Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values 

Meagher County Sportman Association - 15674; 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Cattle - Vaccination - 


require vaccination with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Mennen Environmental Foundation - 6846; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS51, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Michigan United Conservation Clubs - 8843; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Minnesota Conservation Federation - 10495; Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Mississippi Wildlife Federation - 10645; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Citizen's 
Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Montana Coalition for Appropriate Mgmt. of State 
Land - 994; Bison - Hunting 

Montana Ecosystems Defense Council - 2820, 9592, 
15165; Alternative Plan B, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable 

Montana Farm Bureau Federation - 14816, 14834, 
14836, 15147, 15242; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Population - set an upper and lower 
population level, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Bison - Special Management Areas, Bison 
Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and pubic 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
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Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities 

Montana Snowmobile Association - See Business 
Section under Moore & McFadden, Chartered - 
14978 

Montana State University, Extension Range 
Management - 2919; Bison - Population, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visitor 
Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience, Visual 
Resources - Landscapes and Viewsheds 

Montana Stockgrowers Association - 14832, 14833, 
14847, 14853, 14878, 14939, 15160, 15241, 
15246, 15349, 15768; Alternative Plan B, 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Population - set an upper and lower 
population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Bison Alternative, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visual 
Resources - Landscapes and Viewsheds, Wildlife 
- Threatened & Endangered Species 

Montana Stockgrowers Cattle Health Comm. - 15747; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Humane 
Treatment, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison 
- Special Management Areas - proposed 
boundaries, Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 

| -Risk Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 

) Free Status, Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable 

Montana Wilderness Association - 15257; Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Citizen's Plan, Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable 

Montana Wildlife Federation - 15234, 15250; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 


modify, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Mt. Shasta Sno-Mobilers, Inc. - 9124, 11058; Bison - 
Population, Socioeconomics - Nonmarket 
Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

National Bison Association - 9097, 15187a; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Bison - Ranching, Bison - Special Management 
Areas, Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Wildlife - Predators 
and Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - Threatened 
and Endangered Species - protection 

National Cattle and Feed Association - 15130; Bison - 
Vaccination, Socioeconomics - Social Values 

National Cattlemen's Beef Association - 11138; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Special Management Areas, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception 

National Parks & Conservation Association - 14913, 
15196a, 15367; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Change Cattle Operations (Public and 
Private), Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming, Wildlife - Threatened and 
Endangered Species - protection 
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National Rifle Association - 2838; Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Wildlife - Predators 
and Scavengers/Ungulates 

National Rifle Association Coalition - 1521 1a; Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

National Wildlife Federation - 14819, 14827, 14846, 
14874, 14890, 14923, 15083, 15131, 15142, 
15188a, 15245, 15262; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Ranching, Bison - Special Management Areas - 

boundaries, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations (Public 
and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Minority and Low-Income 
Populations, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming, Wildlife - 
Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 

Native Forest Network - 4102; Alternative Plan B, 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Natural Resources Defense Council - 15803; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 


level, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

New Jersey Animal Rights Alliance - 11137 (See also 
Schubert & Associates - 10110); Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

New Jersey Environmental Lobby - 1739; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

North American Bison Society - 1754; Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Recreation 

North American Independent Indigenous Community 
- 13131; Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

North Central Ohio Nature Preservation League - 281, 
619, 3288; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

North Coast Environmental Center - 15326; 
Alternative Plan B 

North Fork Preservation Association - 8383; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison Ecology, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

Northern Rockies Preservation Project - 5064; 
Alternative Plan B, Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis -Risk Management, Cattle - Change 
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Cattle Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 


operators 
Northwest Indiana Association of Wholistic Healers - 
3535; Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 


modify 

Ohio Environmental Council - 446, 2697; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Visitor Use - Winter Recreation 

Orange County People for Animals - 3836; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

Oregon Cattlemen's Association - 15669; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Brucellosis Class-Free Status 

Oregon Dairy Farmers Association - 15850; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public perception 

Oregon Natural Resources Council - 2775; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

Park County Ranchers Marketing Assoc. - 15183; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

People for the USA - 10316, 13483; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

Portneuf Environmental Council - 13111; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS51, 
Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 


operators 


Predator Education Fund - 14894; Alternative Plan B, 


Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 


Predator Project - 15332; Alternative Plan B, 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Vaccination, Bison Alternative, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species 


Preserve Appalachian Wilderness - 9058, 15372; 


Alternative Plan B, Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test'Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB5S1, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visitor 
Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience, 
Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming, Wildlife - Predators and 
Scavengers/Ungulates 


Republicans for Environmental Protection - 14892; 


Alternative Plan B, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Socioeconomics - 
Project costs are reasonable 


Respect for Life Society - 188; Bison - Hunting, Bison 


- Population, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception 


Rock Springs 4-H Center - 9656; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
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Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Brucellosis - 
Testing, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 


Rocky Mountain Animal Defenders - See Schubert & 


Associates - 10110 


Rocky Mountain Animal Defense - 14700, 14920, 


14921; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Property Damage, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Bison Alternative, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations (Public 
and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming, Visual 
Resources - Landscapes and Viewsheds 


S.K.U.N.K.S - 16751; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 


Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 


Sacred Earth Network - 9359; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures 


Safari Club International - 8810; Bison - Hunting, 


Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities 


Sarasota In Defense of Animals - 1 1060; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 


Save Our Earth - 6963; Bison - Effects on Free- 


Ranging Status and Distribution, Citizen's Plan 


Schubert & Assoc. - 10110, 14714; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellusis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, 
Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming, Wildlife - 
Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 


Seeley Lake Driftriders - 8638; Bison - Population - 


set an upper and lower population level, Visitor 
Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 


SEIEN (Southeast Idaho Environmental Network) - 


1211; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Hunting, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 


Seventh Generation Fund - 15565; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 


Sierra Club - 10603, 15804; Bison - Distribution 


(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population - set an 
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upper and lower population level, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Sierra Club, Berks Group - 297; Bison - Population - 
set an upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Sierza Club, Big River Group - 8850; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1 

Sierra Club, Bitterroot Mission Group - 13447; Bison 
- Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Property Damage, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB5S1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience, Wildlife - 
Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species, Wildlife - 
Threatened and Endangered Species - protection 

Sierra Club, Black Hills Group - 15199; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Population, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Ranching, Bison - Vaccination, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Sierra Club, Central Florida Group - 3659; Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Property Damage, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Sierra Club, Columbia Group, Oregon Chapter - 
11424; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Bison - Humane 
Treatment, Bison - Population, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Sierra Club, Delta Group of San Francisco - 11018; 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - 
Property Damage, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 


Sierra Club, East Idaho Group - 14877; Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Property Damage, 
Bison Ecology. Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), Wildlife - 
Threatened “: |.adangered Species 

Sierra Club, Mciiana Chapter - 15172, (See also 
Sierra Club, Yellowstone Ecosystem Task Force 
- 15890); Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Property Damage, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Sierra Club, Montana, Idaho, and Wyoming Chapters 
- 14956; Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Property Damage, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Sierra Club, Mount Evans Group - 10156; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Property Damage, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Sierra Club, Northern Rockies - See Sierra Club, 
Yellowstone Ecosystem Task Force - 15890 

Sierra Club, North Star Chapter - 15843; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Vaccination, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB5S1, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 
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Sierra Club, Placer Group - 9825; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 


Sierra Club, Rocky Mountain Chapter - 15726; Bison 


- Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Population, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS51, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 


Sierra Club, Santa Lucia Chapter - 5432; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Brucellosis 
- in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS51, 
Citizen's Plan, Socioeconomics - Project costs 
are reasonable 


Sierra Club, Texas Lone Star Chapter - 15094; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority) 


Sierra Club, Upper Columbia River - 13036; 


Alternative Plan B 


Sierra Club, Wyoming Chapter - 15130, (See also 


Sierra Club, Yellowstone Ecosystem Task Force 
- 15890); Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Property Damage, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS51, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable 


Sierra Club, Yellowstone Ecosystem Task Force - 


15890; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 


perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming, Wildlife - Threatened & 
Endangered Species 

Sinapu - 14540, 14928; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS51, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience, Visitor Use 
- Winter Road Grooming, Wildlife - Threatened 
& Endangered Species, Wildlife - Threatened 
and Endangered Species - protection 

Skyline Sportsmen's Association, Inc. - 639; Bison - 
Population, Bison - Vaccination, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities 

Society for Range Management - 15723; Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison Ecology, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities South 
Carolina Wildlife Federation - 9668; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis - 
in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

South Carolina Wildlife Federation - 9668; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis - 
in Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Southeast Montana Sportsman Association - 14855, 
14861; Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Cattle - Brucellosis 
Class-Free Status, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
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vaccination with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities 

Southeastern Livestock Association - 14848; Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

SPCA, Animal Care and Welfare - 256; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 

SPCA, League for Animal Protection, Inc. - 2549; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1 

SPEAK - 10071; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Hunting, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

St. Labre - 13330; Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 
Status and Distribution, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values 

St. Labre Volunteers - 11096; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Station Middle School - 5187; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Humane 
Treatment, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Social Values 


Stuyvesant High School, American Habitat Club - 
8592; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Sun City Friends of Animals, Inc. - 7846, 871 5a; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Citizen's Plan 

Teen Animal Protectors - 16576; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 

Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association - 
14338; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Population, Bison - Special 
Management Areas 

Texas Animals - 15074; Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Vaccination, Cattle 
- Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Recreation 

Texas Committee on Natural Resources - 15081; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

Texas Establishment for Animal Rights - See Schubert 
& Associates - 10110 

Trimbelle Rod and Gun Club - 10109; Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Trout Unlimited, Rio Grande Chapter - 9369; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Wildlife - 
Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 

Turner Foundation Inc - 11514; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotmenis - modify, Brucellosis 
- Transmission and public perception, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
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Socioeconomics - Minority and Low-Income 
Populations, Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered Species 
Union Furnace Elementary School-3rd Grade - 17685; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations 
United States Animal Health Association - 9364; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantire Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison - Special 
Management Areas - proposed boundaries, Bison 
- Vaccination, Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Testing, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations (Public 
and Private), Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Social Values, 
Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered Species 
University of California, Cooperative Extension - 
9122; Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public perception 
Utah Farm Bureau Federation - 15780; Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Socioeconomics - Benefit 
and Cost Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, Wildlife - 
Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates 
Utah Snowmobile Association - 9050; Bison - 
Population, Socioeconomics - Nonmarket 
Values, Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming, 
Visual Resources - Landscapes and Viewsheds 
Utah Wildlife Federation - 9301; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB51, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 


Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visitor 
Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Valley Middle School - 5191; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Valley Snodrifters - 14277; Bison - Population - set an 
upper and lower population level, Visitor Use - 
Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Virginia Tenth District Environmental Council - 
11398; Alternative Plan B, Citizen's Plan, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Virginia Wildlife Federation - 1946; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Citizen's Plan, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use and 
Experience 

Voice for Wildlife - 11490; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management 

Washington Cattlemen's Association - 14312; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 

Washington Elementary School - 6th grade - 17680; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Washington State Snowmobile Association - 13452; 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visitor 
Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

Washington Wildlife Federation - 4538, 16709; Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Citizen's Plan, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 

West Yellowstone Chamber of Commerce - See 
Business Section under Moore & McFadden, 
Chartered - 14978 


130 


Organization and Educational Institutions 


Western Wildlife Health Cooperative - 4433; Bison - 


Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RB5S1, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 


Wild Rockies InfoNet - 15545; Alternative Plan B, 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Humane Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Brucellosis 
-Risk Management, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Visual Resources - Landscapes and 
Viewsheds, Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered 


Species 


Wilderness Society - 14909, 14979, 15209a; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values 


Wildlands Center for Preventing Roads - 15354; 


Alternative Plan B, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Socioeconomics 
- Project costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - 


Social Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use 
and Experience, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Wildlife Damage Review - 7555; Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison 
Alternative, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Socioeconomics 
- Social Values, Visitor Use - Winter Road 


Grooming 

Wildlife Management Institute - 5455; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Cattle - Public Grazing 
Allotments, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use 
and Experience 

Wildlife Rehabilitation & Refuge Center - 374; Bison 
- Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Population 
- set an upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 

Wildlife Society - 14309; Bison - Distribution (Live), 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Population - set an upper and lower population 
level, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - in 
Other Wild Ungulates, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

World Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to 
Animals - See Schubert & Associates - 10110 

Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation - 14642, 14889; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Ranching, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations (Public 
and Private), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Wildlife - Threatened & Endangered 


Species 
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Wyoming Outdoor Council - See Wyoming Stock 


Growers Assoc. - 15785) 


Wyoming Stock Growers Assoc. - 14826, 14854, 


15122, 15128, 15215, 15785; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Bison - Special Management Areas, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS51, Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter 
range, Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visitor 
Use - Overall Visitor Use and Experience, 
Wildlife - Predators and Scavengers/Ungulates 


Wyoming Wildlife Federation - 14397, 14825, 14875, 


14918, 15127 (See also Wyoming Stock 
Growers Assoc. - 15785); Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - 


Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 


lower population level, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Change Cattle Operations (Public and 
Private), Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values 


Yell County Wildlife Federation - 2521, 7319; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Humane 
Treatment, Bison - Hunting, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience 
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YELL-q124 
Alabama Cattlemen’s Association 


RE —_ Draft Exvironmens Impaci Statement of the interagency Bison Management for the 


State of Morsana and Yellowstone National Part 
October 21, 1998 
Dear Ms. Bransom . 


The National Bruceilosis Eradication Program is nearing completion in the United Suses. On 
August 3|, 1998 there were 8 bruceliosi:-affected cattle and domestic bison herds rerraining m 


the U.S. The only unchecked focus of brucellosis (B. 


infection remaining in the 


abortus) 
entire country is the infection in wild bison and elk of the Greater Yellowstone Area. 


The Draft Environmental impect Suserent for the Interagency Bison Management Pian for 
The State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park does not utilize the impartial science of 
tbe National Research Council's final report on Bruceilosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area in 


developing the eradication akternatives in the DEIS. 


The DEIS proposed alternatives are inadequate. Alternative 6 with modifications as presented 
im the National Cattlemen's Beef Association and the United State Anna! Health Association 
DEJS comments provides the best alternative and shouid be implemented. 


The concept of using Special Management Areas (SMA) to solve the bison problem is not an 
acceptable approach. The SMA's will result in an even greater population of bison in 
Yellowstone National Park and simply expand the park boundary exposing more livestock to 


brucetlosis. 


The Alabama Cattlemen's Association and it’s 14,000 members strongly supports the DEIS 
comments submitied by the United States Animal Health Association. A copy of the USAHA 


comments dated October 6, 1998 is enclosed. 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this importam issue 


WEP- med 
enclosure 
YELL-9364 


“The Qualified State Beef Council of Alabama” 
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Scleace & Vetwrinary Medicine 4 3) 


dDlaee 
Dept of ont Sciences 
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ial 
COOPERATIVE 


SYSTEM 


October 28, 1986 


Ms. Serah Braneom 
National Park Service 


Bison Management Pian 


P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0267 


Re: Draft Environmental impact Statement for the Interagency Bison Management Finn 
for the State of Montana and the Yellowstone National Park, October 6, 1994 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


Tne Alabama Cooperative Extension System, functioning in afl 67 counties of the state 
with the 6th highest number of beef cattle farms among the United Sistes, firmly the 
opinion of the U.S. Animal Health Association and the American Veterinary Association 
conceming the above matter. 


been deciared a Brucefiosis Free siate for both Cattle end Swine in 1908 after 


potentially jeopardizes including 

of brucellosis from bison or elk to cattle is relatively small, because of 
by all other states and territories in the eradication of the disease, it must also be eradicated in the 
Greater Yellowstone Area. 


The Alabama Cooperative Extension System supports Modifications to Altemative 6 of the 
Draft Environmental Statement, i.e. immediate use of RBS1 vaccine in calves and 
adult females as ave processed through capture 
of an effective querantine 


The utilization of Special Management Arees is not @ scientifically valid siternative and 
should be discarded as an option. 


You are urged to consider the serious ramifications for future generations of humens and 
enimais of failing to take appropriate steps now to insure that brucellosis is finally eradicated. 


Opn by 


James G. Floyd, Jr, OVM, MS 

Diplomate ACT 

Exdension Veterinarian and Professor 

ALABAMA AA AND AUBURN UNIVERSITIES AND TUSKBOZT UNIVERMTY COUNTY COVERNING BODIES AMD USI COOPERATING 


The Atohorme (comecoatey | miowaem Syatrw offer: coke sitwal prac mete and equa “gp enpapers 
eo PROC @WROe fORAMT te rece Codor RENORE ONgE feRgION ork AF vere gem © Gently 


YELL-9948 14,607 c 
ALABAMA VETERINARY MEDICAL ASSOCIATION 
October 21, 1998 a et 
October 21.1998 
Sarah Bransom 
RE: Dvaft Lavireamental impact Statement For The Interagency Bison Management Plan 
Buen Management For The State 
Of Meatana aad Yellowstone National Park PO Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 
Dear Ms Bransom 
Brucellosis eradication in the United States is critical because this disease is a senous RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement For The 
public and animal heakh treat. The US. is nearing eradication of this disease from the nations Interagency Bison Management For The Stave 
cattle herd. Only 5 cattie herds are known to be affected with brucellosis today. Of Montana aud Yellowstone National Park 
h is imperative that we ively pursue eradication of brucellosis from the bison in Dear Ms. Bransom: 
Yellowstone National Park Brucellosis yo apy 7 gee Sitiieaiaians on 
represents the only Brucella abortus infection remaining pedo) beloved Ul. be Gee Yewacee Neste eo 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) as published in May 1998 must uncontrolled Boucellg abortus infection remaining the United States. There are only 6 brucellosis 
utilize the impartial science of the National Research Council's final on Brucellosis in the affected cattle and domestic bison herds remaining in the U.S. 
oulesion The a nee «dh _o- address this We have reviewed the May 1998 Draft Environmental impact Statement For The interagency 
pees published 1 inadequate to 
ae ee Medical Association support the position comments submitted by the 
Alabama Farmers Federation supports and concurs with the comments American cterinarian van Medical Association and the United States Animal Health Association 
se at ome Fi dated October 6, 1998 A copy of conceming this DEIS draft. A copy of the AVMA (10-14-98) and the USAHA (10-6-98) 
the USAHA comments is enclosed comments aru enclosed. 
' = . We appreciate the ity to comment and the USAHA positi this i 
We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this important issue ny Opportunity support positon on Uns umportant 
Sincerely, 
Goodwin L. Myrick } 
President 
/gm 
For attachment see: Orgamzation Section, 
Unned States Anima! Health Association, 
Enclosure YELL-9364 
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Wildlife Veterinarians 


Sapesrnber 24 1906 


Gon Management Plan E18 Team 
Netona) Park Service - Sarah Bransom OGC-RP 


P.O. Bax 26287 YELL US 


Oaswer,CO 60225-0287 
Dear Ma Brareom 


The American Asevciaton of Wikdille Vetennestann /AAWV) is he professional eseoctatan of 
veterinarians who apply hex medical exile end bictogical nowtedge tn the Wilvate benefit of 
waite popututons The AAWV bof as 8 group ard as Mivduel nernhers, ave interested and 
wwaolved in the management of bruceioss in eh and bron in fhe Greate’ Yeiowsinne Aves 
(GYA). Seen Sob iach aeetaty Sammon te Gat Gntumts 


Statement for the Pun tor the State of ang 
wrpect a henegement Montane 


From the peripectve of profassone! widile-<diesase managers i is Urportant fat state and 
federal agencws work toward the eirrenaiion of noduced disesess such as bruceicas in beon 
and oh These ceseses should be addressed from the parspactve cf sourn! widiiite 
management and not trom the perapective of conventions Gomesic ankven diseese con As 
presented. none of the allemeives proposed sodress af of the concerns of fhe AAW /V 


‘The afternatves do not slice quarantined bison that have been found to be brucefinsie-iree to be 


, Saronegsive 
rowed to the Park rather than transferred to the quarantine fecilly I they ae wibun poputston 


if querandine teciites are \diized. hey should be constructed st a ncabon hat woudd »0t 
negatively impact anenai m jrafion enc habitut use Preferably these tecilles should be located 
some distance from the Park. These fecii¥es should not become de facto ine! and steughte: 

- — eee ee 


Pubic hurding, ss opposed fhe agency culling. in the preferred method fo removal of eon when 
such action 19 neceseitsted. 

ARemaeiee 2 Expanded boundanes (SMAs) as oufined in fie stonative have mert in thet they 
aioe bison tO make naturel 
eucosed given the tentafive rature of acquiring wivale property on a willing seller bess. 


Alerwm@ve 5 ‘Ne Go not support teetfeleughter ecOvides wihwn the boundartes of the Park or the 
eetabiehement of numerous capture feciies Also, we do not support the shooting of af untested 


/3¢ 


bison during the aiier stages of Gus aiternetve Finaiy, we do not support ‘eswicing bison 
G@atribvion to the intencr of the Park. Political boundaries are nol recognized by wide. Free- 
ranging wid bison of Yellowstone Negional Park shovsd not Le managed as if they are confined 
cate 


The reducton in swropreveience over orne (DEIS Tete 37) as e eeu of esvelnughae appears 
edremely optrrestic and uweakeic. A newer, more sopfumiicated. nciviiusl dseed model of the 
epszootioiogy of brucediosis in bison (Gross of al. upubl date) predicts ft might tae up to 30 
years 0 achveve approaruatety 10 percent seroprevalence. We do not bedeve test and sisugheer 
can be as rapidly eflactve as projected in the DEIS white « population of 1200 or more bison is 
mainepined. 


Amerneeve 6. Wa do not support the sigughte phase (phase 2) or ihe estabéshnent of up 
@git tenon capture feciiBes withun the Perk boundaries This is nol an appropriate wills 
management practice, partoutarty wiihin s Metonel Part. 


We strongly support the vaccination phese (phase |) of the atervaive. However, the reduction of 
seroprevalence over te as @ resuli of vaccination (Tatts 38) is overly opimisic. The newer 
model referred to above predicts @ woutd take approimatety 26 yom» i echueve 
seroprevalence of 25-35 percent using s veccine having 70 percent efficacy. 


Akernatve 7 The preferred eiternaive seers to pronde the most logics! approach to managing 
the davese m Yellowsions bison with severe exceptions To allow more management fmdbillly . 
1 seerns logical to raee the upper end of the population Gweshotd from 2.500 1 3,500 as 
recommended in atemetves 3 and 6 The rcresse would Inesen ihe impacts of various 
management ectons end allow more bison to inhabl the Park. What a Wuly needed ib justly any 
populston Cweshoid = carrying cepecity dats ip quantily how many bison (end other ungulates) 
can winter af the verious wintenng sites based on evelabie forage, rether then edopiing an 
apparently arbitrary number. 


This aternafive supports the use of specas! management ress (SMA) outside the park which = 
logical for fhe standpoint of afowing neturel bison mgretons, eapecuily under certain 
conditions. This component also matuss sense from ihe standpomt o wikulle apecies 6 being 
showed to move freely ecroes politica’ boundaries. 


The use of fair-chese hunting im the Eagse Creei/Bew Crest SMA 1s 2 start in the right direction. 
However, ve edditon of hunfing in the weetem SMA is also needed as cuffined in slenative 3. ft 
te ebuded to in the plan that es area rupy be added bul was not sfipuisted To effectively control 
bison popuisfons. af designated SiiAe shoutd afow as-chese hunting as 8 management tool. 


Ries. management @ sduressed t sume degree bul should also include an aggressive 
vecoineton component as sfipuistec © alternative 6 Without enhanced inmunily from 
weooneton. wwected bteon thet Go nct teeve the Park would perpstuats fhe Ciseses. 


The use of a quarantine facility inside Park boundaries ss debatstts techrique tor use © the 
context of widille managemerc Morecver Ks questionable to justify the use of » quarantine 
facility to provide a source of live bison to tidal governments This is partiouterly tue f they heve 
ne ably w eel the arene! for proft (eier ve o deed) whe the stats s~! federal governments 
are paying the bil for the program. The pian did nat epect) ._.. _-_.0 Gat may be placed on 
tieon retessed from quar ine facies 


in surrenary. there ere elements of several allernatives. pertouterly stemetves 6 and 7. tt 
when combwied provide 8 reasonabto and achievable mathod for the management of brucefiosis 


Lel 


YELL-5638 contd. 


in bison. Below are keted elements and principles which the AAWV believes should be 
incorporated into any management plan 


1. The overall objective of any management pian should be to strive for the evertuni eisrination, 
not just control or risk management, of brucelicsis in bison and efk in the GYA However, it must 
be recogniz. J that elimination of brucellosis will be a long-term endeavor 


2. No management plan for the contol and elimination of brucefiosis in bison can ever succesd it 
8 perafiel plan for eismination of the disease in ek is not initiated. Despite the qualification that the 
iseus of brucellosis in elk = “beyond the scope of Gus environmental enpect statement (page 46), 
0 bs negligent and resteeding to infer thet any of the proposed altlemafives would edrinete 
brucefiosis in bison without e concomitant plan for elk. 


3. Long-term veccination of bison with » safe and efficacious vaccine should be a considerstion 
of any atemetive. if e vaccination program is selected, K should be enplemented as soon as 


4. Veccination of adult domestic cattle potentially is contact with bison should be required siong 
with periodic testing that world be edequate to preserve the bruceliosis-free status of the steves. 


We epprecists your consideration of our input. if you have any questions or require additional 
information, pleese do not hesitate to contact us. 


Stnceraly, 

dreroh DRepie 

Sarah Shapiro Huey, OVM PhD 

President, Amencan Association of Widite Veterinantens 
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Priday, October 23, 1998 - 17:04:46 pm EST SELL: ISS5U 
a lastname: Olson 

b firstname: Kenneth 

¢ erganization: American Farm Bureau Federation 

comments: COMMENTS OF THE AMERICAN FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 

ON THE Draft Environmental impact Statement 

for the Interagency Bison Management Plan 

For the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park 


The American Farm Bureau Federation (AFBF) is the nation's largest general farm organization 
with over 4.7 million members nationwide. Included in our membership are the majority of the 
cattle producers in Montana and the nation. We recognize that the area covered by the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) lies in Yellowstone National Park and the Stace of 
Montana, but in reality the plan has ramifications for livestock producers nationwide. 


Issues to be Addressed 

Brucellosis in the wildlife population of the Greater Yellowstone area has been a long-standing 

concer for livestock producers. It is important to move forward and address this issue using the 
best science available. As we do this there are several important issues that must be addressed. 

They include: 


1. The National Brucellosis Eradication program is nearing completion, with an objective of 
eradicating the disease from the U.S. cattle population by the end of 1998. This goal is close to 
being met. The only remaining unchecked focus of brucellosis in the country is in the wild bison 
and elk of the Greater Yellowstone area. This needs to be addressed to prevent any possible 
reinfection of cattle. 
2. It is umportant that the final pian take immediate action to control the disease and that it 
include a scientifically sound plan for eradication of the disease in a reasonable time period. 
3. Brucellosis in elk must be addressed in order to aclieve brucellosis control and eradication in 
the area. 
4. Appropriate methodology must be used to determine the carrying capacity of the park for 
bison, elk and other species that utilize the area. The size of the bison herd must then be 
EO Oe a eee Pee 

5. Special management areas (SMA) that are included in the DEIS, represent a de-facto increase 
in the size of the park and significantly increase the area impacted by diseased bison. This means 
there is a larger area that must be “policed” and which could result in an increased risk of 
brucellosis transmission. 
6. Brucellosis is a zoonotic disease, meaning that it can be transmitted from animals to bumans. 
This risk must be kept in mind and is one reason that AFBF wishes to see the disease eradicated 
from both the cattle and bison 
7. The state's animal health authority over diseases and diseased animals within the state must not 
be compromised. 
8. The plan adopted must deal with the situation in a manner that allows livestock to continue to 
move freely in interstate trade. 
9. The plan that is adopted should be “legally implementable" by the parties involved. 


Comments and Observations on DEIS 
In reviewing the background and overview information included in the DEIS we find several 
areas of concern. 


SuOYNYysu] JOUOYDINPY puv uoyvziuvsic—C 
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The purpose of the proposed interagency action, as stated in the DEIS, is “to maintain a wild, 
free-ranging population of bison and address the risk of brucellosis transmission to protect the 
economic interest and viability of the livestock industry is the state of Montana.” We support 
this concept, bul would emphasize the need to minimize any negative producer impacts. 
Long-term we anced to protect human health and also the opportunity for producers to participate 
im both domestic and international markets. In order to do this we need to eliminate brucellosis 
from the bison population. We note that, based oe the analysis provided in the DEIS, opuoas 
five and six are the only ones presented thet achieve this objective in the time frame studied. 


The DEIS notes a need for additional research on brucellosis in bison to better quantify the risk 
of transmission, improve diagnostic tests and vaccines, and develop management strategies for 
working with the disease. AFBF recognizes the need for and supports additional research, but 
we are confident that tools currently available will allow us to move forward in the control and 
eradication of the disease. it is time to get started. 


The economic importance of preventing any spread of brucellosis from bison to cattle and in 
maintaining “class-frec” status for Montana livestock producers is noted in the DEIS. This is 
critical to livestock producers in Montana, but also important to producers across the nation. 
According to figures from the state, cattle from the Greater Yellowstone Area are routinely 
exported to as mamy as twenty three states and up to seven foreign countries. Due to the nature 
of the disesse there is often a time lag between infection of an animal and detection of the 
disease. This could potentially put herds in several states or nations at risk prior to discovery of 
an outbreak. If such an event occurred, it would almost certainly result in movement controls on 
animals in the infected areas, and quite possibly on all U.S. producers. Given the growing 
importance of international wade, this would have major economic impacts on the Montana cattle 
industry, and quite likely on the whole U.S. cattle industry along with support services for the industry. 


The presence of brucellosis in elk im the Greater Yellowstone area is noted, but not addressed in 

the DEIS. Long-term, it is important to work toward elimination of bruceilosis in clk as well as 

visoa. This should be done concurreatly, for as long as a reservoir of the disease exists, the 

potential for reinfection of cattle or bison exists. Such an occurrence would negate the years of 

effort and financial resources expended to eliminate the disease in both the cattle and bison populations. 


The DEIS raises several issues relative to Uniform Methods and Rules for Brucellosis, as well as 
concerns regarding the culture of Brucella abortus. These items are outside of our realm of our 
expertise, but we are aware of the comments of the United States Animal Health Association 
(USAHA) on these issues. These comments were drafted by veterinarians with specific expertise 
in both of these areas. We have reviewed their comments and endorse their observations in these 
areas. Some of the relevant points raised by USAHA include: 

- Culture of Brucella abortus presents challenges in both cattle and bison, but it can be done. 

- Evidence exists that a significam number of infected bison exist in the park area. 

- Evidence of approximately 50 per cent seroprevalence indicates thai transmission is occurring. 
- There is no evidence that the route of transmission in bison is different than that in cattle. 

All of these items point to the need for establishment of an effective control and eradication 
program in the area. 


While a subsiantial portion of the DEIS is devoted to discussion of the non-market benefit of the 
Yellowstone National Park bison herd, the value of a disease free herd is not addressed in the 
document. This is a serious oversight. If the bison herd were free of diseese, excess animals 
could be provided to Native American Tribes for their use in the establishment of bison herds. 
Excess animals could also be sold to help defray the cost of the program. or they could be 
allowed to move outside of the park without presenting risks to adjacent cattle herds. 
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Evaluation of Alternatives 

In evaluating the alternatives for the jong-term management of bison in the DEIS, we will restrict 
our comments to options five and six since they are the only ones that reduce the seroprevalence 
of brucellosis to zero in the time frame evaluated. This fact alone is adequate justification for the 
rejection of the other choices presented. 


In looking at alternatives five and six we could support option five, for it would eradicate the 
disease from the bison population in the shortest time frame. It also appears that it could be 
implemented without changes to existing regulatory authority. However, we recognize the 

difficulty m implementing this optios due to the large number of bison that are likely wo be 

destroyed in the carly stages of the program. For this reason we would look at alternative six 
with some modifications as the preferred choice. 


We do have concerns with several aspects of alternative six as presented. kt would utilize 
extensive special management aicas in phase one. It does not provide for the separation of 
seronegative bison through quarantine and has no scientifically justifiable reasons for delaying 
the implementation of phase (wo for ten years. During phase onc, as presented, we are conccmed 
that the risk of transmission would be increased. To addsess these concerns, and improve the 
effectiveness of alternative six, we would suggest the following modifications: 


1. Eliminate the West Yellowstone SMA. Only test negative bison should be allowed west of 
Seven Mile Bridge. Bison approaching the west boundary of the park must be captured or 
destroyed by National Park Service personnel before reaching the boundary. Captured bisoa may 
Le returned to the interior of the park or moved to an approved quarantine 

2. Reduce the proposed SMA on the north side of the park to the Little Trail Creek/Bagle Creek 
Area. We are strongly opposed to the esiablishmeat of SMAs in Montana, but could accept this 
reduced SMA because of its designation as wildlife habitat since its acquisition in the late 1980s. 
We would support bison hunting in this area. if the state of Montana determines that this is in the 
best interest of citizens of the state. 

+ In order to control and eradicate brucellosis, a vaccination program is important. Several trials 
have shown RBS1 to be safe for use in bison calves. We would urge immediate 

of an RBS! calf and yearling vaccination program in Yellowstone National Park. We would also 
encourage implementation of ~n adult vaccination program with a reduced dose of RBS! until 
such time as efficacy studies are completed. Such an effort should begin with seronegative 
females as they are processed through capture facilities im the park. 

4. Establish up to eight capture facilities throughout Yellowstone National Park as described in 
the original alternative six. These facilities are needed to test and vaccinate animals. 

$. Construct and utilize, as soon as possible, an approved quarantine facility for seronegative 
bison captured in the park. This quarantine facility could also be used as pari of an “adaptive 
management” strategy to evaluate the effectiveness of vaccines such as RBS! in adult bison and 
gain practical knowledge about the vaccine. 

6. The ten-year time line for phase one of alternative six should be reduced to five years. During 
this time, there should be an increase in the of bison vaccinated on an annual basis, 
including adult vaccinations. Consideration may be given to a delay of the implementation of 
phase two if the annual seroprevalence rate shows a statistically valid reduction in the risk of 
transmission due to the vaccination and management programs in place. Vaccination must be 


continued until eradication of brucellosis from bison and elk of the Greater Yellowstone area is achieved. 


7. The alleged “major adverse effect” on the nesting pair of Trumpeter Swans at Seven Mile 
Bridge should be mitigated to allow establishment of the capture facility. 

8. The potential “adverse affect" on Grizzly Bears, that might result from the reduction in carrion 
available to bears in phase two of the modified program, could be mitigated by providing 
seropositive bison captured during phase to the bears. Rather than sending al] seropositive 
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animals to slaughter, some could be destroyed and piaced m areas where bears have become 
accustomed to finding bison carrion. 

9. lt is important that « vaiid study be undertaken of the wildlife carrying capacity of Yellowsoac 
National Park. This must iuciude bison, elk, deer, antelope and other ungulates that use the arca. 
Until this is done, we suggest the bison population be kept to a maximum of 1,800 head. 


Coachusion 

of alternative six, with these modifications, will provide a scientifically valid program 
that will achseve the objectives of the DHIS in a timely and cost-effective manner. We believe 
that all of these actions can be taken without changing existing state or federal Laws and 
regulation. Such a program will maintain a genetically viabic, disease-free, free-ranging bison 
herd for the public to enjoy. Ai the same time it will protect the health of people and anumais in 
the Greater Yellowstoac area, as well as the livelihood of cattle producers in the region and 
actoss the nation. AFBF looks forward to working together with other interested parties toward 
these objectives. 
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Eavironmental Impact Statement Team 
Bison Managemen Plan 
National Park Service 
Denver Services Center 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 


Ladies and Gentlemen 


I am writing on behalf of the American Lands Alliance to comment on the Draft 
Environmental Impaci Statement (DEIS) for the Bison Management Pian (Pian) 
for buffalo living in Yellowstone National Park American Lands works with 
individuals and our constituent groups to protect wildlife and wild places 
throughout the country. Collectively, American Lands and our allied groups 
represent thousands of citizens who are concerned about the frie of the 
Yellowstone buffalo herd 


We are disappointed with the DEIS and the Pian because they fail to embrace 
ecosystem management as prescribed by the administration snd practiced, with 
some success, by various federal land management agencies. Recent actions by the 
Park Service in Yellowstone, including adoption of the natural burn policy, 
opposing development of the New World Mine, and reintroducing wolves to the 
park, are fine examples of ecosystem management. But the absence of any 
alternative in the Plan that provides for free-roaming bison is a step backwards. 


The responsible alternative would remove cattle and other domestic livestock from 
public lands surrounding the park. Although there is no known case of buffalo 
infecting cattle with brucellosis, it seems to greatly concern the Montana beef 
industry But these ranchers are a timy minority of Americans and protecting their 
livestock is expensive, inhumane, and violative of ecosystem management 
principles. We urge you to develop a permanent solution to buffalo conflicts in the 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem by phasing out livestock grazing on surrounding 
public lands. 


DD dp 
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American Reform Party-CA 


The Last Frontier For Politicel And Economic Reform 
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September 14, 1998 


Bison ement Plan EIS Team 

National Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


RE: Draft EIS for Yellowstone Bison 


The draft EIS for Yellowstone bison management is flawed. Its 
premise is that Yellowstone bison pose a threat to cattle. On the basis 
of spurious evidence that such a threat exists, bison are to be corralled, 
quarantined and Each of the 7 alternatives proposed con- 
tains these elements. Even Alternative 2 (the most sympathetic to 
free-roaming buffalo) would allow the current practice of corral and 
slaughter to continue. 


Clearly a new approach is required that "truly" 
free-roaming bison" -- one of the two purported 
while protecting Montana's cattle industry. 


The approach is called Plan "B" (the Buffalo's Alternative). It is 
a common-sense based on science not politics. It is a cost- 
effective plan, which will not cost U.S. yers $50 million+ -- the 
projected cost of the government's alternative. It is a plan 
that addresses disease management, while addressing the problems 
associated with the “brucellosis-free status." 


vides for "wild, 
of the Draft EIS — 
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With regard to the latter, it requires that Montana's brucellosis 
classification assi by the federal government be honored by all 
states. It urges to accept the federal government's iti 
of low-risk bison and allow them free movement like other wildlife. 
And it modifies Montana's zero tolerance policy to one more consistent 
Cie Casate GAERIGHEES - yas scientifically-based levels of 


Pian "B" simply put accomplishes the following: 
(1) It allows buffalo to roam freely in the Yellowstone ecosystem. 


(2) It provides for establishing a target population level and manages 
it a the came way other wildlife species in Yellowstone are mumaged. 


(3) It compensates cattlemen and individuals who incur property damage, 
and it allows for land swaps in the conflict zone. 


(4) kt provides for vaccination and testing of cattle in the conflict area. 


(5) It calls for vaccination of buffalo calves when the vaccine becomes 
available (projected to be within the next year and one half.) 


(6) It allows for "hazing" of low-risk buffalo away from private lands 
and/or fencing. 

(7) It gives priority to buffalo on our public lands, whose primary 
designation is wildlife habitat, than to cattle. 


Your consideration of Plan “B" is requested. It offers the “best 
alternative" for the Yellowstone buffalo -- to be treated like all other 
wildlife. It offers the best alternative for yers who will otherwise 
be footing an enormous bill for the benefit of a small number of ranchers. 


Nancy Couperus 
Chair, American Reform Party - CA 
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RE: Draft Environmental lacpact Statement, laierageacy Bison Management Plea fer the 
State of Meatana and Yellowstone National Park 


Deer Ms. Bransom. 


The American Veterinary Medical Association (AVMA), with more than 61,000 members, 
provides the following comments ox the Drafi Environmental Impact Statemem (DEIS) for the 
Interagency Bison Management Plan for the State of Moutans and Yellowstone National Park 


Brucellosis is a zoonotic disease In addition to atversely affecting the health of anumais, 
brucellosis can be transmutted to humans and can cause a severe, chromic disease syndrome 
Human brucellosis, also called undulant fever, is characterized by intermittent fever, chilis, 
sweating, headache, muscle eches, joint pain, and various other nonspecific symptoms. It may be 
present as both s foodborne or an occupational checase, humans may contract the disease by 
drinking raw milk from an infected cow or coming in contact with infected material, such as an 
aborted fetus or placenta. Although the disease is rarety fatal, it can be debilitating, success of 
treatment varies among individuals, and infection may be lifelong Brucellous is a reportable 
disease in the United States, occurrences of the disease are reported to the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention by designated state or territorial personnel. From 1985 to 1995, the 
gumber of human brucellosis cases im the United States averaged 121 cases per year However, 
because of the variable symptoms sssocisted with brucellons, the CDC assumes only an estimated 
four to ten percent of cases are recognized end reporied.' 


Prevention of human brucellosis depends on the contro! of the disease in anumals. When 
brucellosis in animals is climnated, infection in people will also disappear. Human brucellosis is 
not a widespread health threat today in North America because of efforts to eradicate brucellosis 
in cattle and the use of sanitary procedures (such as pasteurization) in milk processing, human 


" Occupational Safety and Health Zoonosis Report on Brucellosis, USDA FSIS Emerging 
Pathogens and Zoonotic Diseases Division, Office of Public Health and Saence, May 1998 


mfection that docs ocour today generally is among people who handle infected tissues, such as 
veterinarians end hunters? 


Because of its potential tu be transmutted to humans, brucellosis is one of the most regulated 
daseases of cattle m the United States. By authorizing the USDA to reguiate brucellosis 
tranemission in cattie, the federal government has demonstrated concern that although a low risk. 
brucelioas pores 2 potentially great-loss situatica in terms of potential economic consequences 
and possible bunan health effects.’ The USDA APHIS administers the National Brucciiosis 
Program, which was established in 1934 to set up standards for testing, quarantine, and 
elimination of brucellosis im cattle. A major goal of the program is to eradicate brucellosis from 
the Unsted States by December 1998. To ensure that brucellosis would be eradicated from the 
United States, the APHIS began a Brucellosis Emergency Action Plan (EAP) in July 1997.‘ As of 
August 3), 1998, the APHIS reported 8 Bruceiia abortus-affected cattle herds, which included 
one captive bison herd. 


The only uncontrolled focus of brucellosis iufechon remaiming in the United States is the infection 
in wild bison and elk im the Greater Yellowstone Area. The risk of bison or elk transmitting 
brucellosis to cattle is small, but it is not zero.’ 


The AVMA contends that none of the proposed alternatives in the DEIS are adequate to address 
the iseue of brucelloms risk reduction for cattle and humens, and the elimination of infection in the 
Greater Yellowstone area. We believe that modifications to Alternative 6 will preseut the best 
feasible solution. Alternative 6 is labeled as “ Aggressive Brucelicas Control within Yellowstone 
Nauional Park through Vaccination.” The alternative proposes to utilize vaccination when a safe 
and effective vaccine was available. Also, when tests of animals attempting to exit the park 
demonstrate that the incidence of exposure to Brucella abortus had stabilized es a result of 
vaccination, then herdwide capture, test, and slaughter of seropositive bison would begin. The 
DELS estimates the stabilization period to be 10 years after the start of veccination. However, we 
believe that a delay of vaccination until efficacy studies are completed is not justified RBS! 
veccine has been shown through several trials to be safe for bison calves. Also, the National 
Research Council report stated, “Until a long-term controlled vaccination study is done, it is not 
appropriate to assume that brucellosis cannot be eliminated by vaccination” A calf and yearling 
vaccination program in Yellowstone National Park using RBS! should be started immediately 
Seronegative adult females should be vaccinated as they are processed through capture facilities 
with a reduced dose of RBS | until efficacy studies on adult bison are completed. The ten-year 
tame line for phase one should be reduced to a five-year period through more aggressive 
vaccination, including aduit vaccination Phese two (capture, test, and slaughter of seropositives) 


* Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area, National Research Council, 1997 
* NRC, 1997 

* USDA FSIS, May 1998 

* NRC, 1997 
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can be delayed if annual seroprevalence rates continue to significantly decline. We support the 
utilization of an approved quarantine facility for seronegative bison provided that it is an effective 
alternative to destruction of seronegative bison. The seronegative bison can be returned to 
Yellowstone Nationa) Park to help mamtain the herd mze or, if the herd size needs to be reduced, 
animals completing the quarantine protocol can be transferred to other locations The facility 
must be located within or adjecent to Yellowstone Nationa) Park and should be located near a 
capture facility to minimize transportation and the attendant stress on the bison 


Alternative 6 with the recommended modifications can be implemented without changes to 
existing federal and state laws or regulations which offers a significant advantage over other 
proposed alternatives. We believe that our recommendations will reduce, and eventually 
eliminate, the risk of brucellosis transmission to cattle and humans without severely impacting the 
bison populations in the Greater Yellowstone Area st the completion of the program 


J #2 
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ANIMAL ADVOCATES OF LAKE COUNTY 


OUR MISSION IS TO SHELTER ANIMALS AT OUR SPCA... 


October 3, (998 


The Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service, Denver SVS. Center 
Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225 

Dear BMP Team, 


| oppose the government's "Preferred Alternative” and would ask 
that you adopt an alternative pian. 


Please give this your serious consideration. 


Very sincerely, 


Poot Ia 


Nora Star, President 
Animal Advocates 
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ANIMAL ASSISTANCE LEAGUE OF ORANGE COUNTY 


September 28, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Denver Services Center 

Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


FAX: 303-969-2736 
Dear Sir or Madam: 


On behalf of the Animal Assistance League of Orange County with thousands of members 
throughout Orange County, our organization believes that the alternative plans for 
Yellowstone bison management proposed by The Fund for Animals and other ammmal 
environment groups is mmch betier than the one currently bemg considered by the NPS 
Our organization opposes the government's “Preferred Alternative” and prefer the ones 
submitted by The Fund for Animals. 


Please write and let me know that the NPS will be listening to animal groups on this 
important matter 


Si 
{ Hous 
Marlena 
ident 


SQ Ther welfare is in our hands. 
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October 22, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
NPS Denver Service Center 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Re: Draft Enviroomeatal Impact Statement for the Luteragency Bison Management Plan 
for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park 


Dear Bison Management Pian EIS Team: 


| am writing on behalf of the Animal Protection Instuute (API), and our 80,000 members 
nationwide, to comment on the Draft Exveronmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison 
Management Plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park (hereafter referred to 
as Draft EIS). The Animal Protection Institute opposes Alternative 7, the preferred option, as 
well as all other alternatives contained in the Draft EIS and instead supports The Bison 
Alternative proposed by The Fund for Animals. 


Background 

The management of our country’s nation] parks snd its impact on the wildlife who reside there is 
of great importance to API, its staff and members API is actively involved in a number of issues 
affecting animals found in national parks and has monitored the status of the Yellowstone area 
bison for three decades. API advocates for the protection of wildlife in national parks through 


All of the alternatives presented in the Draft EIS are inadequate for the purpose uf protecting the 
Yellowstone bison herd. Although at first glance, Alternative 2: Minima! Management appears to 


API |S A NONPROFIT. TAX-EXEMPT ORGANIZATION 
ALL CONTRIBUTIONS ARE DEDUCTIBLE FOR INCOME AND ESTATE TAX PURPOSES 
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The Draft EIS offers no plan reasonably acceptable to anima! protectionists, environmentahsts, 
and Native Amencans As evidence of this, advocacy groups have proposed three alternative 
plans — The Citizens’ Initiative, Plan B, and The Bison Alternative These three alternatives are 
supported by a large number of ammal and environmental advocacy organizations 
approximately ten million Americans At a recent public hearing on the Draft EIS m San 
Francisco, only two out of more than 50 speakers endorsed any of the Draft EIS alternatives, all 
others supported one of the citizen-identified plans 


The Council on Environmental Quality's regulation which implements the National Environmental 
Policy Act (40 C.F.R. Section 1502.14) provides 


[The proposed action} should present the environmental impacts of the proposal 
and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the sues and 
providing a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the 
public 


Section 1502.14 refers to the “alternatives section” as “the heart of the environmental impact 
statement” and goes on to read 


[Algencies shall 


(a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and 
for alternatives which were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss reasons 
for ther having been eliminated 


The Draft EIS in question notes that “a segment of the public asked that agencies develop 
alternatives that used no lethal controls and that allowed bison to exist with no restrictions on 
their distribution or population size” (p. 112). According to the document, a nonlethal alternative 
was eliminated from full consideration because it would not “meet the purpose of the plan” (p 
112), which is to maintain a wild, free-ranging population of bison and to address the risk of 
brucellosis transmission to cattle. However, it is not clear why management of cattle alone is not 
sufficient to reach the goal of the document. It is also not clearly stated what the actual economic 
impact to the state of Montana would be from losing its brucellosis free status and why the 
development of an alternative that emphasizes mandatory brucellosis vaccination in cattle, 
changes in grazing practices, and changes in public grazing allotments is not practical 
Additionally, the option of revising the brucellosis policy of the U.S. Department of Agriculture is 
not addressed 


API believes that a nonlethal approach to managing the Yellowstone area bison is necessary to 
ensure the future survival and health of the herd) A minimum number of animals, somewhere 
around 600, is required to preserve the genetic diversity of the herd which currently numbers 
approximately 2,000 Stochastic events such as severe weather or viral infections could 
significantly reduce this already small ranging herd. This in fact happened recently when, during 
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the winter of 1996-97, half of the herd was lost to extreme weather and the government- 
sanctioned slaughter prog. am now in effect. As these few remaining animals represent the only 
survivors of a species that once numbered in the tens of millions, it would seem biologically 
prudent to err on the side of caution. 


Given the lack of an identified nonlethal alternative and the fact that nongovernmental 
organizations have proposed three viable predominantly nonlethal alternatives, we recommend 
that the Draft ELS be dropped and that a new document featuring a nonlethal alternative be 
developed and submatted to the public for review 

Flawed Purpose of Action 

As noted previously, the stated purpose of the management pian is “to maintain a wild, free- 
roaming population of bison and address the risk of brucellosis transmission to protect the 
economic interest and viability of the livestock industry in the state of Montana” (p. 11) From 
the onset, this purpose acknowledges a bias toward ranching interests and an introduced, 
domestic animal and against the recreational and sesthetic interests of a majority of Americans 
and the survival of a native, wild animal. This bias, which is the foundation of the Draft EIS, is not 
explained or justified in the document. 


Furthermore, the scientific rationale for the plan — the risk of brucellosis transmission in the wild 
from bison to cattle — is hypothetical While theoretically possible, transmission in the wild has 
never occurrsd despite the fact that infected bison and cattle have occupied the same areas for a 
number of decades. Furthermore, it is unclear what bison do with their afterbirth and aborted 
fetuses. They may very weil eat all traces, as many ungulates do. Scavengers also would be 
attracted to such tissue. The infected tissue would likely exist in the environment for a 
vanishingly smal] amount of time. The risk of transmission reraains as of now unquantified, and, if 
in fact it exists at all, is extremely small 


This Draft EIS, as well as the brucellosis policy of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, are based 
on undocumented speculation that brucellosis is transmitted from bison to cattle. A negligible 
risk of transmission, and the arguably less-than-dire results of Montana losing its brucellosis free 
status, do not warrant the level of control and management of a symbolic free-ranging bison herd 
that is being proposed in this document 

Proposed Solutions 

API supports several features of Alternative 2 that are consistent with the spirit of maintaining a 
free-roaming herd of bison in the Yellowstone area. These features include: relying primarily on 
natural processes to control bison numbers, identifying large geographic areas for roaming, using 
on-going monitoring, modifying livestock use when bison are present, acquisition of private land 


and easements, modifying cattle allotments, requiring testing of susceptible cattle, vaccinating 
cattle, eluminating winter grooming and use of some trails, and researching effects of road 
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grooming on bison migration 


However, Alternative 2 also calls for vaccination of bison while only encowraging vaccination of 
some cattle Given that no effective vaccine for bison exists and that an effective vaccine for 
cattle does exist, this appears inappropnate and to be yet another indication of the plan's bias 
toward domestic cattle and against wildlife AP! is opposed to the routine vaccination of wild 
animals except in circumstances where public health is threatened and no other alternative is 
available. Furthermore, we strongly oppose Phase | of Alternative 2 which calls for lethal 
management of bison until land has been acquired and an effective vaccine developed. The 
possibility that an effective vaccine can not be perfected would mean that the capture, testing, 
quarantining, and slaughter of bison would contime indefinitely This is not acceptable to API 
and its members 


The Bison Alternative, proposed by The Fund for Animals, is based on management of nonnative 
cattle over management of the wild bison. Although it duplicates several features of Ahernative 2 
cited above, it prohibits the hunting, vaccination, quarantining, capture and slaughter of these 
magnificent anumals. We support this alternative and believe that it will allow for a free-roaming 
herd of bison while minumizing an already nominal risk of brucellosis transmission from bison to 
cattle. 


Recommended Research 


Additional research is needed to document the risk of brucellosis transmission to cattle. We must 
learn more about bison calving behavior How thorough are bison in cating the afterbirth? How 
prevalem are abortions? When are they most likely to occur? How long before the aborted 
fetuses are gone from scavengers? What is the likelihood that an aborted fetus or afterbirth from 
a bison would come in contact with cattle? 


We also recommend research on how bison, and other wildlife, use groomed trails in Yellowstone 
Nationa! Park. This human activity may be exacerbating the bison’s movement out of the park to 
an unknown degree. Either well designed research on the use of snowmobile trails by bison 
should be conducted or grooming should be stopped or substantially reduced Snowmobile trails 
may also encourage other wildlife, such as the reintroduced wolf, to leave the park. 


Conchision 


In summary, we believe that the Draft EIS fails to present a broad range of possible alternatives as 
required by the National Environmental Policy Act. Further, it is our contention that the purpose 
of the action is biased toward cattle and against wildlife and that it is premised on speculation as 
opposed to science. API supports a nonlethal approach to managing the Yellowstone area bison 
such as the one presented in The Fund for Animais’ Bison Alternative. We believe that this 
alternative offers the only ethical and efficacious means of guaranteeing the continued survival of 
the herd 
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It is unconscionable to manage, quarantine, vaccinate, slaughter, and otherwise manipulate such a 
fragile and important population of wild animals as the free-ranging bison herd of the Greater 
Yellowstone Area People travel thousands of miles to visit Yellowstone National Park and to be 
in the presence of these animals. The Yellowstone bison should be venerated and protected as an 
icon of the natura) heritage of our country and our continent. A.y person, agency, or entity found 
harming these magnificent ammmais in any way should be subjected to fines and censure by the 
public. Yellowstone National Park provides a setting where humans are no threat to their 
existence When they wander outside the park, the animals should continue to receive full 
protection from harm 


Thank you for affording the Amma! Protection Institute the opportunity to comment on an issue 
of extreme importance to our metabers. 


Sincerely, 
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on September 23, 1998 


Comment No. 15186a 
Sue Townsend 
Animal Protection lastitute 


My name is Sue Townsend. I'm a wildlife biologist, and | represent the Animal Protection 
Institute. While the stated purpose of the DEIS is to maintain a wild free-ranging population of 
bison and address the risk of brucellosis transmission to protect the economic interests and 
viability of the livestock industry im the state of Montana, the certain objectives and constraints 
identified by the agencies biased alternatives that are discussed in the DEIS. The result is the 
DEIS favors actions that are less appealing to both animal welfare and wildlife advocates. This 
study favors control of bison through the following stated objectives and constraints. 


Focus on the size of the bison herd, defining a boundary beyond which bison will not be 
tolerated, and committing to the eventual climination of brucellosis in bison and other wildlife. 


First of all, defining a boundary beyond which bison will not be tolerated and focussing on 
limiting the size of the bison herd. Bias is all the alternatives toward bison control. Also 
eliminating brucellosis both in wildlife and in bison is fairly -- while | think some efforts should 
be made in that direction, it certainly is not feasible considering not only bison can carry it, but 
also many other carmvores and many other mammais. 


It is unclear how an alternative in this document, given the above objectives and constraints, 
would avoid the full control of bison. Furthermore, it remains to be established, if it is ethical to 
control bison, given the bison's history on this continent, the relatively no or low risk to cattle, 
and fairly limited economic impact, the other means available to meet the goal stated in the 
D.E.LS. And finally the role of the bison in the American psyche. Moreover, to cast the problem 
as one of excessive bison numbers seems unwarranted. 


Currently, there are 2,500 to 3,000 bison in the greater Yellowstone area. Finally, the question 
should be cast as to what is the most effective, humane, and perhaps economical approach in 
reducing the risk of brucellosis transmission to cattle in Montana. There are other features 
identified that do follow the spirit of maintaining a free-roaming herd of bison and are 
commendable. These features include relying primarily on natural processes to control bison 
numbers, identifying large geographic areas for roaming, using monitor as an ongoing tool and 
vaccinating cattle as a precautionary measure. 


Furthermore, | would suggest the D.E.LS. should state in clear terms the actual or at least 
estimated economic impact to the state of Montana in losing its brucellosis-free status and 
developing alternatives emphasizing changes in grazing practices and changes in post-grazing 
allotments alone as a management for this particular problem. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Sheraton Palace Hotel, URES BE 
RM: 8 


September 23, 1998. 


The D.E.LS. states that the protection of the state of Montana from reduction of its status and 
objective of taking the action requires actions to insure, among other things, separation of bison 
and cattle, insuring that hvestock that graze on public and private lands are not exposed to the 
brucella organism and the implementation of the bison mznagement actions that minimize the 
risk of transmission from the disease perspective. 


I suggest instead of talking about implementing bison management actions, in fact, we just 
merely need to implement cattle management actions. The nsk of transmission is maintained -- is 
managed in vanous alternatives through spatial separation of bison and cattle, temporal 
separation, changes in cattle operations, such as running steers or spayed heifers, disease control 
cattle and/or a combination of these factors. And currently no safe effective vaccine for bison and 
also being safe for non-target wildlife currently exists. Given these above statements, 
management of cattle alone may be sufficient to reach the goal of this document. 


We suggest that by closing trails and restricting snow movement that this has many potential 
positive effects for livestock and wildlife. Furthermore, restnctuung snowmobiles will decrease 
noise level, decrease the impact on other wildlife, and potentially decrease the need to contro! 
wildlife that migrate out of the park, encouraging some trails for cross-country skiing, but 
allowing enjoyment of the park by Yellowstone visitors and still restrict the potential movement 
of bison out of the park. 


Also the economic impact to the taxpayer for paying for the preparation of DEIS, the research 
and the management that has already occurred, must be considered. And managing cattle to 
reduce negative interactions with wildlife is currently a challenge facing livestock growers in the 
west. 


I'm going to go ahead and skip to our conclusions, but | also want to mention that we suggest that 
private landowners fence their property. That the feeding of over-wintering elk should be stopped 
or reduced because of the increased zero positive elk for brucellosis in animals that are fed 
during the winter. 


Let's see. So, in conclusion, | would like to say that there's relatively low numbers of bison in the 
greater Yellowstone area. The problem of perceived risk versus an actual or measurable risk, and 
the arguably less than dire result that is highly unlikely to occur of Montana losing its brucellosis 
free status, do not seem to warrant the level of control and management of the symbolic 
free-ranging bison herd that is being proposed by the EIS. 
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Bison Management Plan BIS Tears 
National Park Services 

P. 0. Box 25287 

Denver, Colorado 80225-9901 


ATTN Sarah Bransorg DSC-RP 
Dear Mre. Bransos 


Cur society urges you to support the Citizens Plan for 
managing buffalo. 


We are aware that more than 1,000 Bison were killed 
that gsigrated out of Yellowstone National Park into Montana 
in search of food. 

The Citizens Plan would allow the Bison to roam free on 
park land or adjacent land which should be acquired by the 
state and federal agencies, if needed. 

As an alternative to destroying Bison, excess buffalo 
should be soved to Indian Reservations which the Indians 
have agreed to. 

The sight of the Bison roaming free in Yellowstone ie 
one I'll never forget. They should be preserved for our 
future generations. 


We urge you to adopt the Citizens Plan into the BIS. 
Sincerely yours, 


Bernard Harmon, president 


BH jg 


ANTI-VIVISECTION SOCIETY OF AMERICA, Inc. 


APPLE COUNTRY SNOWMOBILE CLUB Vea). ay, 


Dear Review Committee: 

] am writing to support alternative 7 of the Bison Management Plan EIS. As ! understand 
it, this alternative provides for managing bison populations within Yellowstone Park at 
population densities that park forage can sustain year around. This would greatly reduce 
need for and occurrence of out-of-park n during winter, solving the main 
poneen © otuee quae d Canaan park herds to domestic livestock on 
nearby farms. len Shatnw op cesar tions haul wotnd ella Goon eh aod 
from The Grand Teton National Park are fed on thew winter range to prevent starvation 
and damage to farms in the area. 


Wo ened ohn Santen ies hee. | They are not 
aay wildlife sanctuaries or refuges for endangered species. Many people enjoy 

ting Yellowstone Park during wiater not only because of the abundance of bison and 
clk within 3 of established trails but also because winter scenery in the park is 
beautiful and spectacular. Snowmobiling is one of the most popular ways to enjoy the 
park during winter. 


Bison are not an endangered species. ee te 
- . 

maintain a | bord within Yellowstone pase Unmanaged populations of bison can 

overgraze land, causing unnecessary stress on other plant and animal species. 


| especially disapprove of alternatives 2.3.5 and 6 which unfairly and unnecessarily 
restrict people's winter use of the park. 


Thank you for this opportunity to express my views. 
Sincerely, 
fd 


EXccon Bors, President 
Apple Country Snowmobile Club 
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Sept. 20, 1998 


Ms. Sasah Branson 

Interagency Bison Management Pian, DSC-RP 
PO Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms Bransom and Bison Managemen Team, 

1 am writing today to express our opposition to the "Preferred Ahernative’. a proposal to 

coatrol Yellowstone's bison herds, proposed by the State of Montana and the Federal 

Government 

After decamating the herds and causing thew near extinchon at one time, it is inconcervable 

that we would make a decision to shoot them as they migrate out of Yellowstone. Using 

bruceflosis as they reason for such slaughter is ili-conce:ved and a travesty 10 the Public 

Trust There has never been 3 confirmed case of transmission of brucellosis ftom bison to 

catle And i 1s our understanding that cattle and bison have co-existed beautifillly in 

Grand Teton Nationa! Park for 40 years. 

We support the Citizens’ Plan, s plan developed and endorsed by over 16 conservation and 

Natrve Amencan organizations. We feel strongly about the following proposed points of 

this plan to 

1) Maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo within Yellowstone. 

2) Allow management of the buffalo by wildlife professionals. 

3) Create a special management area outade the park where buffalo can reside and survive 
through harsh winters. 

4) Develop population goals for this special management arca. 

5) Relocate buffalo tc Indian reservations or public lands but only when scientific studies 
have demonstrated that the land cannot support nure buffalo 

6) Vaccmate cattle in lands adjacent to the special management area 

7) Provide incentives to modify livestock operations to provide winter foraging for buffalo 
outside the Park. 

Many of us have spent time in Yellowstone Many of us have been graced by the view of 

roaming buffalo in the Park and im preserves Please help preserve our heritage and allow 

the bison to roam free Please stop the slaughter of this magnificent animal and symbol of 

culture and pride 


Sincerely, 


(0) acre Fran J 

Donna Piercy, Chair - 

Habrtst and Endangeyed Species 
Arlington Conservation Council 
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Association of Veterinarians for Animal Rigits 
Commuatted to betancing the needs of nonhuman animais with those of human aninais 


September |, 1998 YELL 255 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Bison Management Pian EIS Team 


It is our understanding that the Montana Department of Livestock and the National Park Service 
recently published a draft EIS and long-term bison management plan for Yellowstone National Park 
justification for this plan is to prevent the possibility of transmission of brucellosis from bison to cattle. 


The Association of Veterinarians for A..amal Rights, a national organization of veterinarians, veterinary 
medical students, and veterinar, nssucal technicians strongly opposes this plan As a large animal 
veterinarian and furmer dairy practitioner, | am unaware of any cases of transmission of brucellosis from 
bison to cattle in the wild. In fact, | don’t believe there has sever been a documented case of this 
occurring, and this concern could easily be alleviated by vaccinating loca! cattle against brucellosis 


Bison are part of our country’s heritage. They have inhabited Yellowstone National Park since its 
inception as a significant part of this national treasure, and they should be protected in this capacity. To 
hunt them down and slaughter them inside and outside of the park, as is now being done, is heresy 
Additionally, these animals have linle fear of humans, making their predation by people unconscionable 


To reduce the number of hison exiting the park, plans should be implemented to prohibit snowmobiles 
and trail use. However, bison should be allowed to exit the park without restrictions 2r retaliation. 
Cattle grazing should be limited to other areas where there is lesser chance for competition of rangeland 
and purported threat of disease transmission. 


The public expects our government agencies to protect our wildlife and wildiands rather than the private 


industries which exploit and destroy them. it is time to develop nonlethal, alternative wildlife plans 
which do not include the mass killing of other living beings. 
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To: Bison Management Plan EIS Team 


On behalf of the membership of the Bexar Audubon Society | wish to express the 
membersiup's absolute opposition to all management alternatives proposed by the 
National Park Service in their Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). We instead 
respecifully advocate a bison management program based oa biological science not 
political pandering to local and State economic interests. We understand that such 
imterests can bring intense pressures on those responsible for the management of our 
public-owned resources, but we hope and expect your agency to fulfill its responsibilities 
to all our citizens who are the “rightful stewards” of these lands and wildlife. 


As a part of this group of “rightful stewards” we went any plan for the management of the 
Yellowstone Bison Herd to inchude the following points: 


Bison should be allowed to remain end roam on all public lands in the greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. No restrictions should be placed on their movement. Bison should not be 
corralled or confined for amy purpose. 


There has never been a confirmed case of the transmission of brucellosis from bison to 
cattle. In Grand Teton National Park, bison and cattle have inhabited to same lands for 
over 40 years. Those cattle were vaccinate ' against the divcase. if Montana follows this 
plan of cattle vaccination, it is reasonable to expect similar results: no transmission of 
brucellosis—and no need to control bison movement on public lands. 


The bison of Yellowstone are part of the only remaining wild, free-roaming herd in the 
United States. When they leave the Park, they should be managed by a wildlife agency, 
not a livestock agency. The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks should take 
over jurisdiction of bison management in Montana. 


if bison threaten private lands or human safety, it is reasonable to adopt non-lethal, 
non-restrictive methods of removal. 


I/F / 


Bison should be allowed to roam freely on the public lands of the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem until an ecologically based, peer-reviewed carrying capacity for bison m the 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystern has been established. Bison movement and resource 
utilization outside of the Park over the next ten years should be studied to determine this 
carrying capacity, and the results should be incorporated into the final determination of 
carrying capacity. Until such a carrying capacity is established, 20 population control 


Bexar Audubon Society 
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Bison Management | cam 

National Park Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear EIS Team: 


I want wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone. | oppose the “Preferred Alternative” 
recommended by the state of Montana and the federal government. The governments’ plan 
continues the unnecessary killing of buffalo moving to public lands outside the park in winter 
We can do better 


Yellowstone's buffalo, the largest wild, free-roaming buffalo herd in the Unated States, are too 


ye, Gee, They are a source of pride for all of us. 
’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, which will 


* Maintain wid, free-roaming buffalo in Y cilowstone National Park. 

* Create a large special management area outside the park where buffalo can use public lands io 
survive harsh winters, and where buffalo will be managed by wildlife professionals. 

* Develop scientific buffalo population goals for this special management area outside the park. 
* Use traditional wildlife management tools of relocation (to indian reservations or public lands) 
and regulated harvest when science demonstrates that available land cannot support more 

* Recommend vaccination of cattle within and adjacent to the special management area. 

* Emphasize acquisition of key winter range lands or easements through public purchase from 
willing sellers. Provide incentives to modify livestock operations to ~~ ide winter foraging 
opportunities for buffalo outside the park. 


ln addition. 


me ene wis Cocunintb atoms inet 


SOCIETY 


Bissn wenscement %lrn SIs Team September 9,1998 
Vitien 1 nme Service 
ttn ch Bransom DSC-R? 

Sex 5287 


Jenver, 09. 80°25-9901 
Deur dds, 3ransom: 


Su j.ast president and currently publicity chairman of 
the VONOCOCHE..GUE AUDUBON SOCIZTY and a member of the National 
Wildlife Bedersgion I am writing this letter concerning the 
“var on wildlife” tuking plece in Montana and the West,esvecially 
‘n the vuffalo. 


je ore sucresting that the Park Service supports the 
Citizen's “len for managing the bison. Re-draft the EIS place the 
Citizen's Plan into the document and use it as an slternative. 

Yhe 3uffrlo mst be rllowed to roam free on oubdlic lincs 
next the suerk up to the carryimg cepecity of the lends; if 
riditionrl Isnd is needed the strte and federel a,encies should 
sequire edi gion: 1 winter range next to tje perk. 

As °n alternative to destroying the bison; ezcess,heelthy 
buffals shoul@ »e moved to Indiun Reservations und other public 
lends. 

Bison are not livestock,they are wildlife, cnd «cs such, should 
be mancced by wildlife professionals for the enjoyment of the 
mblic in a wild and naturrl setting on public und tribal lindas, 
and neg’ bo: livestock officicls who only serve « single, special 
interest. It's elwys u joy to observe the wild,free-rocming 
ouffalo and other wildlife in their natural hibitat, 


Thank you for uny consideretion you care to give 
t> sur thou,ht. in thls letter, 


Yours trulr 


Liebe NNO 


Richard \, 3ower 
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Tuesday, November 3, 1998 - 01:01:59 am EST 
a lastname: Shelton 


The Evergreen Naturalists Audubon Society (TENAS) was founded in 1968 for 
persons interested in the enjoyment, study, and conservation of our natural wor'd. 
Currently our membership is about six-hundred households, mostly from 
Colorado's Front Range communities of Evergreen and Conifer. Recently we | ave 
studied the Bison DEIS for the Bison Management Plan. We oppose 
the Preferred Alternative and would like to take this opportunity to offer some 
specific comments regarding bison management in the Yellowstone area. 


- TENAS believes that the separation of bison and cattle on public lands should be 
the burden of the cattie producer. We do not support any Alternative (including the 
Preterred Alternative) that proposes to shoot bison on National Forest lands that 
cannot be hazed back into YNP. instead, the livestock permitee and the state 
veterinanan should be notified, and they should then have the option of not grazing 
the permitted livestock on the allotment. Alternatively they could choose to move 
only vaccinated cattle onto the allotment. Grazing livestock in our National Forests 
is a privilege, not a property right. Bison which remain on private lands 30 to 60 
days before cattle are moved in should be hazed back onto public lands, including 
National Forest lands. 

- The DEIS does not adequately analyze the availability of bison carrion for grizzly 
bears in relation to the decline of whitebark pine stands in Yellowstone NP. We 
believe that the difference between 1700 bison and 3500 bison could have 
significant effect on the grizzly bear population if whitebark cone availability 
continues to decline (and it looks like it will). 

- The potential long term interaction between the wolf population and the bison 
population is improperly discounted by the DEIS. The only basis for the contention 
that wolves will make only very limited use of bison as prey is the modeling done 
by Boyce and Gaillard (1992). Elsewhere in the literature it is documented that 
wolves can have a profound impact on bison populations. in one study (Carbyn, 
L.A. et. al., in Wolves, Bison, and the Dynamics Related to the Peace-Athabasca 
Delta in Canada's Wood Buffalo National Park, 1993) researchers found that 
predation pressure from wolves on bison can result in a 50% loss of bison calves 
from May to October, with further caif mortality occurring during the calves’ first 


Ly, 


winter. There is nothing in the scientific iterature that we are aware of that would 
indicate that wolves in Yellowstone NP are not likely to develop a significant prey 
image for bison calves. If even one wolf pack develops a strong tendency to prey 
on bison calves, the practice will likely soon spread to other new or existing packs 
as individuals with the bison calf prey image disperse from the original pack. 
Based on the research done at Wood Buffalo National Park, TENAS believes that 
the analysis of woll/bison interaction presented in the DEIS is inadequate. 

- The so-called “Citizens Plan” for management of the Yellowstone bison appears 
to be a well conceived approach toward maintaining free-roaming wild bison while 
adequately addressing Montana's brucellosis concems. 


TENAS believes that a Supplementa! DEIS should be undertaken to address the 
concerns we have noted above regarding the bison's relationship to wolves and 
grizzly bears. This Supplement should include a review of the Citizen's Plan and 
should include bison population goals for the specia! management area which are 
scientifically based, and subject to peer review. 


in @ perverse manner, Alternative 7 proposes to treat bison as livestock while 
allowing cattle to forage on public land. We believe that the National Park Service 
and the other federal agencies can, and should, come up with a better scenario for 
protecting bison in the long run. inclusion of the Citizen's Plan as a viable 
alternative would be a good start. 


1uD34-) 
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October 16, 1998 


Bison Management Tcam 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO. 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


| represent an organization of over 250 members interested in the protection and enhancement 
of wildlife and wildlife habitat in the Northern Rockies, and we are opposed to the “Preferred 
Alternative,” recommended by the state of Montana and the federal government for 
management of Yellowstone's bison. We endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save the Yellowstone 
Buffalo, which will maintain the wild character of the herd Rather than managing the bison 
like livestock, we recommend that the cattle adjacent to the park be vaccinated, and that a 
special management area outside the park on public lands be created to deal with animals 
leaving the park during the winter We do believe that animals exceeding the carrying 
capacity of rangeland in the park should be relocated to indian reservations or harvested on 
an annual basis We applaud the recent acquisition by Congress of critical winter range 
located to the north of Gardiner. Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this critical 
issue. 


Sincerely 


Prin Qrear5s 


Brian Shovers, Conservation Chair 


SLNINWOD 


Montana Audubon — 
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Bison Management Team 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver. CO 80225-0287 


October 27, 1998 
Dear ElS Team, 


Please accept the following comments on the long-term management of bison in and around 
Yellowstone Nauonal Park on behalf of Montana Audubon. We are the coordinating entity for the nine 
Audubon Society Chapters in Montana, with approximately 2,900 members statewide. Although our 
membership is diverse, there is a consistent deep concern for protection of Montana's native wildlife. 
You may receive comments from some of ous members. 


Our membership has voiced its about the alternatives presented in the Draft Environmen- 
rn ren cempeaninte dene ynnunians Carnie tata 
Park. There are several issues of ot adequately addressed in the DEIS 


Yellowstone Park 1s the heart of an ecosystem encompassing grea expanses of National Forest 
lands and intermingled private lands in Montana, Wyormng and idaho T)} :¢ lands help support vast 
herds of wild elk and deer, grizzly bear, and other wildlife. including beson. Much of the Nationa! Forest 
land adjacerm to Yellowstone National Park 1s designated as important wildlife habitat 


Yellowstone buffalo roam outside the park during harsh winters to lower elevation lands where 
they can more casily reach needed forage This movement ow.side the park is a natura) process, ssmular 
to the seasonal mugrations of elk, deer and other Yellowstone wildisfe Past management activives have 
been driven by the fear of bison transmutung bruceilosis to cate using public lands adjaceat io the park 
There has. however, ne ver been a confirmed case of brucellosis transmission from wild buffalo to cattle 
The federal agencies involved in this issue (Animal and Plant Health inspection Service, Forest Service 
and National Park Service ) recently acknowledged that ia parucular, buffalo bulls, calves. yearlings and 
cows that have already given birth present no relevant risk of transmussion of bruce!los:s to livestock 
Because brucellosis has been detected in the region's elk herds, any attempt to reduce brucellosis in 
Greater Yeliowstone wildlife won't be resolved solety by controtling buffalo 


Prudent risk management would address conceras about 
brucellosis transmission through reasonable separation of buffalo and 
cate, changes wm type, timing or location of certain cattle operations. 
and vaccination of cattle. Less than twenty ranchers that graze fewer 
than 2,000 head of castie on the public and private lands north and west 
of the park where buffalo sometimes move (o forage dunng winter 


About forty-five percent of these cattle graze on public lands. i makes 
vey more sense economically to vaccinate domestic cattle. for whach there 
1s a relatively effective vaccine, than to vaccinate herds of over 100,000 
wild buffalo and elk. for which there is still no safe and effective wildlife 
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14,568 contd. 


Another cencern of our is that management authority over wild buffalo has been handed to the 
state Department of Livestock. State wildlife agencies generally manage wildlife outside the nafional 
parks and refuges of Greater Yellowstone. Yellowstone bison and other wildlife should be managed by 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks wildlife professionals using the besi wildlife 
management techniques availabic. 


Addionily, Native American wibes, should be given the opportunity to provide homes for 
excess Yellowstone buffalo on tnbal lands throughout the country. In order for this to occur, an 
mieragency/tribal/public cooperative management team of wildlife professionals must be established. 
ht should be mandated to meet on an annual basis to review buffalo and other wildlife populations, range 
and climate conditions, and other factors to assist in determining buffalo management outside the park. 


Because these concerns were not satisfactorily addressed in the DEIS, Montama Auduoon dees 
not support the alternatives proposed. Our organization has endorsed The Citizens’ Plan to Save 
Yellowstone Buffalo. It is the only plan to efficiently and effectively protect Yellowstone's buffalo, the 
largest wild, free-roaming herd in the United States, while pursuing reasonable, cost-effective risk 
management strategies. The plan represents a balanced solution and works to establish better scientific 
information on which to base future decisions. We ask you adupt the principles presented 
in The Citizen's Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo so that we give back to this nation wild. ftee-roaming 
bison in Yellowstone National Park. 


We appreciate this opporturity to comment. 
Sincerely, 


Gammon 


Susan Lenard 
Wildlife Specialist 


YELI- 8.200 


This letter was signed by 24 members of the Prairie Woods Audubon Society. 
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Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Sarah Branscom DSC-RP 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Branscom: 


As an interested environmental organization, we would like to express our 
opinions about the way bison should be managed in the Yellowstone National Park 
area. Slaughtering bison that wander beyond the boundaries of Yellowstone is 
not an acceptable option. 


We understand the difficult position that the National Park Service has been put 
in by the political climate in Montana; nonetheless, we believe the following 
points should be paramount in determining @ scientific bison management 
strategy: 


1. Cattle on public lands must be vaccinated against brucellosis. Fear of 
this disease was the stated reason behind the inexcusable slaughter of 
bison during previous winters. If the cattle were vaccinated the 
bison sleughter would be unnecessary. 


2. The Yellowstone bison are the last wild free-roaming herd in the United 
States. If at all possible, they should not be confined by the 
artificial boundaries of Yellowstone National Park. Bison are wild 
animals and should net be corralled or confined. 


3. The carrying capacity of the Yellowstone ecosystem for bison should be 
scientifically determined, and only if that carrying capacity is 
exceeded should population control measures be considered. 


4. Bison management in Montana is not a livestock issue. When bison move 
outside the boundaries of the park, they should be the jurisdiction of 
the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, and not a livestock 
agency. 


Sincerely, 
Brian Herner, President 
Prairie Woods ty 


For the attached members 
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Oral Testimony provided at the Holiday Inn Souch, (aS 
Mion September 29, 1998 


Comment No. 15082 
Bob Warneke 
Travis Audubon Seciety 


Thank you. | am Bob Wameke. | am here today as the president of the Travis Audubon 
Society. The Travis Audubon Society is a chapter of the National Audubon Society. We 
serve over 2,000 members here in central Texas. 


I have to tell you honestly this is an issue that, until recently, was not really on our radar 
screen. But | had several members approach me, several menibers who were 
knowledgeable and had concern about this issue. They suggested that it was something 
that we did need to be concerned about. We did look at it, we've tried to study the issue in 
the time that we've had to devote to it. I'm confident I can speak on behalf of che majority 
of members of the Travis Audubon Society, when I say we are here today to urge the 
Federal Government and the state of Montana to adopt the Citwzens’ Plan, which has been 
proposed by a vast group of both national, state of Montana, and other wildlife 


It's a plan that we know has been well researched because we are familiar with a number 
of the national organizations that have been involved, and ['m a member of some of those 
organizations, so | know the kind of work that they do. And | also had the opportunity 
this morning to see the interview wit! the wildlife biologist from the National Wildlife 
Federation. And when you've got people like that working on a plan and proposing a 
plan, you can have great confidence that that ix something that is workabie. So, again, on 
behaif of the 2,000 plus members of tine Tre~ic Audubon Society, we urge the 
government to adopt the Citizens’ Plan. 


This issue has not been on our radar up until recently, but I can assure you that it will be 
on our radar in the future. If there's a repeat of the slaughter that took place in ‘96 -'97, I 
think you're going to hear a loud cry from Austin, and a lot of those folks will be 
Audubon members. So thank you for your time. 


/ Ib 


@ The Banff Environmental Action and Research (BEAR) Society @ 


August 12, 1998 
Ms. Sarah Bransom ue 231 
Bison Planning Management Team 
P.O. Box 25287 


Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


re: comments on the Yellowstone Bison EIS and related 
impacts on the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear population 


Working and living in Banff National Park, Alberta, which is an important 
link of the Yellowstone to Yukon wildlife corridor, I am concerned aboui 
plans to cull the Yellowstone bison population. My concems -vith the 
proposed culling of the bison herd are mainly focused on the effe~ts on the 
grizzly bear population of the greater Yellowstone Ecoregion. 


Concern #1: The bison- grizzly connection 

Ix is well known by scientist and biologists that significant management 
living in the same ecosystem. The author of a new paper recently 
published and submitted to the IBA (International Bear Association) at the 
April ‘98 conference, underscores the of bison as a critical part 
of the Yellowstone grizzly diet. Grizzly bears were found to derive from 
50% to 80% of the cnergy intake from ungulates, while bison were found 
to be more important then elk because of their higher fat content and the 
greater biomass . 


Concern #2: The Y2Y Conservation initiative 
The main focus of the Y2Y Conservation Initiative is to connect protected 
wilderness areas with wildlife corridors and to hopefully repopulate 
pockets of wildlands north of Yellowstone National Park, with large 
eS Fee en cedey oun needed 80 
areas presently i 4 s . 
subadult bears in search of good habitat are able to disperse. Reducing the 
number of bison could potentially increase the average age of first 
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reproduction in female grizzly bears and could result in longer intervals 
between litters. Undoubtedly such a management action would result in a 
decrease of grizzly bears in the Yellowstone area and would drastically 


lower possibilities for successful dispersal of younger bears. 


Concera #3: Increase in human-bear conflicts 

The reduction of one of the grizzly bears main sources of food (bison) in 

the Yellowstone region could result in an increase of human- 

bear conflicts. Hungry bears their home territories in search of 
for the lack of this food source could be attracted to 

farms and ranches and seek out unnatural foods such as grain or cattle. 


Concern #4: Brucellosis 

To my knowledge there has never been a single case of wild bison infecting 
cattle with brucellosis. How could such drastic management measures even 
be considered, given the importance of this bison herd to the grizzly’s of 
Yellowstone and the fact that the grizzly bear is listed as endangered in the 
lower 48 states? 


Concern #5: Yellowstone wolfs 
The potential impacts on the newly reintroduced wolf population in 
Yellowstone !' ational Park should also be taken into account. 


Conclusions 

a) _It seems clear that more studies are needed before any such drastic 
management actions can safely be considered. 

b) This issue is clearly not a local issue since Yellowstone National Park 
lies within the Y2Y corridor and the culling of the bison could have an 
effect on the grizzly bear population for areas north of Yellowstone. 
Conservation issues such as this may be submitted to an international 
review committee. 


Thank you for taking these comments into account and I sincerely hope that 
they will help you to make your decision easier. 


With , 


Reno 
Director, The Banff Environmental Action and Research (BEAR) Society 
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Octoder 14, 1996 


Sarah Bransom 

Interagency Bison Manaye ment Plan, OSC -RP 
P 0. Box 25287 

Denwer , CD 80225-0237 


Dear Ms. Sransom: 


Beer Creek Counci!, on affiliate of the Northern Plaine Resource Council, is leceted | 


GEE Our members have discussed the buffalo management issue in depth end heve sdopted 
the following position stetement: 


Bear Creek Counct! endorses the concept of bison as free-renging w'idlife managed by 
appropriate wildlife agencies. 


Because of this endorsement, Bear Creek Counct! believes that: 
1. Access to adequate winter renge needs te be established. 
2. Objective information on brucellosis needs to be provided to the public. 


While evaluating the draft environmental impact statement, we measured eech alter native 
aginst our position. We have found, to our dismey, thet none of the alternatives and especially 
not eiternatives S, 6, or 7 meet our criterie for management of buffalo in the Greater 
Yellowstone Area. 


We are, instead, endorsing the Citizens Plan to Seve Yellowstone Buffalo. This alternative hes 
been crafted by the region’s citizens who have been deeply involved in this issue for more than 2 
decade. We urge the federal government to discard the alternatives of the DEIS and adoot this 
wise, scientificall y- based alter native 


Thank you for this opportunity to partici pate in this most importent issue. 


Sincerely, 


pO 4% 


Richard C. Perks, President 
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Berlin United Methodist Church 


Robert Blackburn, Pastor 


August 17, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EJS Team, Nationa! Park Service 
Attn. Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

PO Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Sarah, 


| learned from the National Wildlife Federation that the National Park Service has 
released an Environmental Impact Statement for the management of Yellowstone Bison. 
Though I have not seen this statement, there is the concern among enviroamentalists 
that it gives too much authority to the Montana Board of Livestock. Perhaps this is due to 
the fear of brucellosis, a bovine disease, which ranchers maintain that bison could tragsmuit 
to thei cattle. This fear lacks scientific evidence 


As & citizen who is concerned sbout the responsible stewardship of this magnificent 
creature, I urge to seriously consider the National Wildlife Federation/Inner Tribal Bison 
Cooperative Seven-Point Plan for managing the bison. This plan addresecs the interests of 
all who are involved in this issue. It would reduce the slaughter of bison which are not 
infected with brucellosis. It would allow bison to roam on public lands adjacent to 
Yellowstone Park up to the carrying capacity of these adjacent lands. 


Thank you for listening to my concerns. 
Sincerely, 
Rt Bhachiway 


Bob Blackburn 
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Oral testi at the Holiday Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Cerner [i 
August 25, 1998 


Comment No. 14841 
Jerry Jones 
Big Horn Livestock Association 


I would like to thank you for allowing me to speak today. My name is Jerry Jones, and I'm a 
rancher who resides in southern Big Horn County. | am also the president of the Big Horn 
Livestock Association, as well as a director of the Big Horm County Farm Bureau. 


As a rancher in Big Horn County, | can be affected by the brucellosis infected bison in 
Yellowstone Park. Some may ask how can this happen? The answer is simple, | believe. If a 
couple infected bison should happen to wander into a herd of Montana cattle, then APHIS could 
pull the brucellosis-free status from the state of Montana. 


Now, my father and 1, as well as quite a few other ranchers in our area, have been vaccinating 
our herd for brucellosis. I know, in our case, we have been doing this vaccination program for 
the last 43 years. 


After reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, | believe that alternatives 2, 3, and 7 
would not be acceptable. These alternatives propose expanding the bison range by acquiring 
special areas around Yellowstone National Park. This does nothing to cure the 
brucellosis problem in Yellowstone National Park; and, in fact, it may even make the problem 
worse. These SMAs could lead to more grazing areas which could lead to bigger infected herds. 


Therefore, I believe that alternative 5 is the best alternative. This alternative wil] use an 

aggressive eradication of brucellosis from Yellowstone Park bison. Without brucellosis in 
Yellowstone National Park, all other issues become nonstarters. Thank you for allowing me to 
speak. 
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Comment No. 14867 
Joha R. Gibson 
Billings Kod and Gun Club 


My name is John Gibson, and I represent the Billings Rod and Gun Club. 


And | think, first and foremost, our club believes that the bison herd in Yellowstone should be 
treated as wild animals and not as cattle or something like that. And in that regard, The Citizens’ 
Plan or Citizens’ Alternative probably is as close as we have seen to what is appropriate. We 
think it's superior to the preferred alternative in the plan. 


We don't believe that it's impossible to manage that herd as a wild herd. We think it should be 
done with professional wildlife managers. We think they should have a place to roam out there. 


As far as hunting is concerned, we believe it's possible, but we would have to be convinced that 
there is a way to do it in a fair chase manner. If, as someone once said, it's a matter of hunting 
them like you hunt couches or chairs or tables, we don't want any part of it. But if the animal can 
be hunted in a fair-chase manner, we would expect that a reasonable, controlled hunt would be 
possible. 


And to summarize, | guess we pretty much go along with the concept presented by The Citizens’ 
Plan or alternative. Thank you. 
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BLUE RIBBON COALLTION EXC. 
“Preserving our neture! resources FUR the pullc instead of FOB the paste 


September 25, 1996 


Bison Management Plan EIS 
National Park Service 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 


(BIS) 
Plan for the state 
Park 


My comments in this letter are the collective input of the 
members of the BlueRibbon Coalition (BRC) who represent 
motorized recreation in the United States. Blue Ribbon 
members have visited Yellowstone National Park for the past 
thirty years. Their visits have been both in summer and 
winter. Some BRC members’ first winter trek into the Park 
was in 1968. The ability to see the wonders of Yellowstone 
in winter has improved, thanks to the orn of the roads 
in winter and the quality of the snowmobiles in general. 
Even today, by summer standards, only a small number of 
visitors come to Yellowstone in the winter. 


Listed below are comments on the issues raised in the Draft 
Bison EIS which has just been published. 


First, the BRC is concerned that the alternatives coming from 
the Draft bison manacement may influence the alternatives in 
the just started " Minter Use Blan and Environmental Lapact 
Statement for Yellowstone and Grand Teten National Parks and 
the John 2. Rockefeller Jr Memorial Parkway.” 

The Bison EIS has been under way to bison in the Park 
for over five years. We feel that the decisions made in the 
bison BIS should not effect the Winter Plan and if there is 
overlap the Winter Plan EIS should have the final say. That 
is why we support alternative 7 (the Park Service preferred 
alternative). Our comments will be centered around the issue 
of continued snowmobile access in the parks. 


* We oppose Alternative 2, the elimination of grooming of 
numerous roads in the park to "help control un-natural 
bison migration". This alternative would displace well 
over 50% of over-snow park visitors. In addition, bison 
would continue to leave the park during winter by following 
natural river corridor migration routes. 
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* We oppose Alternative 3, which would conduct research to In summary, we support Alternative 7 because it establishes a 
whether the winter of park roads effects bison | carrying capacity within the park for bison, manages the 
migration and would close roads if research shows that bison population accordingly, and does not effect winter 
roads contribute to bison migration out of the | recreation and snowmobilng with road closures and road 
park. The park’s own research has shown that bison leave plowing. 
the park following traditional river migration corrdors and 
decision on the "Winter Closing of Yellowstone Park Roads receipt of these comments. 
EA". Mike Finley’s decision in January of 1998 
not adapting this alternative. Mr. Finley decided not to Sincerely, WwW, 


close any roads presently open to snowmobiles that are 
yk BA, AA fo. fa. 

This decision shows that thie alternative 3 approach is not 

correct! 


* We oppose alternative 5, this alternative would establish 
bison capture-test facilities in nine areas in the park 
which would require substantial road plowing for at least 
three years! This alternative would devastate winter 
recreation and snowmobiling access. 


capture-test facility at Seven-Mile Bridge(road would be 
plowed the first seven miles from West Yellowstone to the 
bridge site) but eventually would expand to the same areas 
as in Alternative 5. This alternative would devastate 
winter recreation and snowmobiling access. 


® We oppose alternative 6, this would initially establish a | 


* Community expectations, over many years the gateway 
communities have provided the support to allow visitors to 
vieit the park. And they have allowed the Park to not have 
to develop the beds, meals and related services that could 
have caused the Park to compromise the Park’s mission. 
These communities have made investments to meet the 
public’s nee@s to access the Parks. The Park should not 
reduce this access for the winter visitor! 


* It should be rememebered that man through are system of 
government created Yellowstone National Park for the 
enjoyment of all the people. It is not correct thinking to 
allow this access in winter to be sacrificed by any of the 
alternatives memtioned above. We feel that alternative 
7 provides the best solution to the management of the bison 
in the park and best addresses the management of the bison 
population by the Park Service. 


* It should also be considered that winter access to the park 
for the handicapped, senior citizens, or very young should 
not be limited by changes to snowmobile access to the Park 
in winter. These citizens desire access to their park. 
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] am Adena Cook, Public Lands Director for the Blue Ribbon Coalition. We work for multiple 


use on public lands and access for all kinds of recreation. August 26, 1998 


Fa 


We support the selected alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. This is an Bison Pian Team 
interagency effort that a lot of different entities have come together to try wo reconcile the very National Park Service 
appropriate and strict standards that the states and APHIS have with regard to control of Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
brucellosis and try to find some sort of way that bison can be managed and also that the grazing PO Box 25287 
livestock in the Greater Yellowstone area can be protected and that the industries can be Denver, CO 80225 
protected and we feel that that has been accomplished by the selected alternative. 
Dear Ms Bransom: 


Our primary interest in this matter is with regard to winter recreation. Some of the alternatives, 
not the selected one, have addressed how the grooming of snow roads in Yellowstone Park may | Please register my dismay at the June National Park Service release pertaining to the 
or may not have affected the bison population, and it is appropriate that alternatives address this Yellowstone National Park bison herd and adiaceat property owners. 

because it's been brought up in many other forums. However, we believe that there has been no | ts ii 

particular basis, no scientific basis, for this supposition that these groomed winter roads indeed | I strongly urge you to reconsider your current position and in lieu thereof: 

do facilitate the movement of bison. | . a Se the park for addit 


In fact the latest research shows that there is no statistical difference in the bison population — Forest Servi ide Yell 
before or after the roads were groomed. As one realizes, a primary control of the population of | anes eanee . . 
bison is the condition of the summer range. We would like to see summer range managed as | allow populations of bison to fluctuate naturally inside the park based on 
areas within Yellowstone Park, the stubble height and so on, and feel that adherence to the same | bison and cattle. 

kind of standards will produce a much more healthy range and a more healthy bison population. 
We support different ways to manage bison in that we agree that the population must be | urge you to give this matter strongest consideration. 
controlled so that they don't outstrip the range and have a bad effect, so, therefore, we would 
support hunting in various ways, however that were deemed possible. In closing, there has been a Yours very truly, 
misunderstanding and a focus on the fact that brucellosis as a disease has never been proven to 
transmit between bison, elk, and cattle and that some groups say, well, then, this proves that it ® Ww f 

probably can never happen. ebek - a. 


That statistical chance it will happen is small indeed, but that is not the question. We are not Robert J. Mann 
talking about whether or not that the disease can be transmitted. We are talking about the very Director 

strict and appropriate standards that states have and that APHIS has for the transport of cattle in 
between boundaries and those strict standards are responsible for the public health in this country RJM/din 
and the safety of our milk supply. So we should not focus on whether or not this can occur but . 
the importance of protecting these standards that have protected our food supply. I appreciate the ce: Representative Karen McCarthy 
opportunity to comment. Thank you. 
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Thursday, June 18, 1998 - 11:34:48 am EST 

a lastname: Chipps 

b firstname: J_D. 

¢ erganization: Brushy Botiom Bison Basin 

comments: Since there has never been a case of bruceliosis transmitted from 
a bison to cattle, why is there even a discussion about preventing 

ing that has never ’ 
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Oral testimony provided atthe Holiday hx Such, I 
September 29, 1998 


I am Cherokee Daiehitc. | speak on behalf of my family and as an officer of the Buffalo Field 
Archery Club, on behalf of 200 farmlies of archers, most of which are bow hunters. | am 
appailed at the senseless slaughter of the buffalo at the turn of the century. | am appalled at the 
senseless slaughter of the buffalo two wititers ago as the Yellowstone herd crossed the border 
into Montana in search of food. 


It is no secret that America is the most wasteful country in the world, but this killing of 
thousands amounts to a genocide. These buffalo are wild, just like the deer and the elk. They 
should be allowed to roam free, just like the deer and the elk. They should be managed as 
wildlife, just like the deer and the elk. Not as cattle. Thei: fate should be determined by wildlife 
biologists and the Native Americans, not by the State Veterinarian, not by the Department of 
Livestock. 


In my effort to understand the apparent paranoia against the bison, I had an occasion to speak to 
a cattleman, a Texas cattleman. He was very helpful. He said the brucellosis disease was not a 
problem. All you have to do is vaccinate your cattle. He suspected that it was used as a smoke 
screen to hide the real issue: Subsidized cattle grazing on public lands and the willingness to 
share with the buffalo the land that belongs to the buffalo and other wildlife. He also alluded to 
the unchecked power of state veterinarians, to the horror of unreasonable seizures of livestock 
without compensation, all very Gestapo-like. 


But not the fault of the buffalo. | still don't understand one thing. Why do we allow individuals 
to graze their cattle on public lands for private profit? Seems to me that we don't have an excess 
of buffalo on public lands, but an excess of cattie on public lands. The buffalo need free access to 
the national forest surrounding the Yellowstone to find winter food at lower elevations. If this 
conflicts with the cattle, then it is the cattle that should be moved to private land where they 
belong. And when ail this public land no longer supports the growing buffalo herd, then the 
excess buffalo should be relocated to tribal lands. Not shot. 


It would appear that the bison is an mnocent pawn, a scapegoat, a victim of greed and of political 
expediency. How sad. | commend the National Park Service for putting together the seven 
alternatives in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. It being a fairly lengthy document, 
I've only read portions of it, yet | am boggled that in seven attempts, not one sounds reasonable. 
Not one appears to be in the best interest of the bison. 


I can only assume that the Park Service has been under severe pressure by certain special interest 
groups and their politicians. 
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I urge the National Park Service do not buckle under this pressure. Do what is right for the 
buffalo. Adopt the guidelines set forth by the National Wildlife Federation in partnership with 
the Inter Tribal Bison Cooperative. 


Earlier | used the word genocide to describe the unconscionable cleansing of bison. You may 

think that I'm exaggerating. I am not. To the Native American of the Great Plains, the buffalo, 
(speaking Indian), our brothers, our sisters, an imtegral part of their culture. They are one. They 
belong together. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn, Eon September |, 1998 


Comment No. 14911 

Bea Sherman 

Buffalo Gap Land Rescue 

I am the executive director of Buffalo Gap Land Rescue, also an enrolled member of the Ogalala 
Lakota Sioux Nation ] am speaking on behalf of myself and 


Buffalo Gap Land Rescue and not today. 


I feel that the solutions proposed in this draft plan do not succeed in maintaining this wild, free- 
confining, killing these sacred anumals, and as such will lead only to continued failure of federal 
stewardship. 


We support a plan that's called Plan B that was put together by some highly competent wildlife 
professionals and veterinarians. The main author of Plan B is Virginia Ravndal from Gardiner, 
Montana, and the plan is endorsed by the Sierra Club. However, even Plan B falls short. But it 
does address the issue of attempting to get rid of brucellosis in the park. As a member of the 
Ogalala Lakota Nation, my people continue to have the strongest spiritual connection to the 
buffalo, as do numerous other tribal nations throughout the country. The buffalo were here on 
these lands before we came, they helped us survive on these lands for many thousands of ycars, 
and they ioday deserve the most thoughtful and considerate stewardship by the United States 
Government, and Plan B goes the farthest towards providing that, we feel. 


We also strongly recommend that the Deparunent of Intenor immediately cominence 
government-to-government consultations with American Indian tribal nations on the issues of the 
Yellowstone bison, which the federal government has not started yet. Such consultations would 
be in accordance with the president's executive policy concerning federal relations with tribal 
nations. Tribal nations have an extreme interest in the issues surrounding the Yellowstone bison, 
and for the most part, tribal nations do not wish to continue to see the tragic killing of the 
animals, and such consultations will also address the spiritual aspects of the buffalo which are 
beld in high regard by the same tribes that | mentioned. 


Thank you. 
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Oral testimon, orvvided at the Syndham Hott, a aaa aay 
September 3, 19°. 


name is Mike Measc. | am the cofounder of an organization called Buffalo Nations. | reside 
in in the middle of all this controversy and disillusion, example of 
what has been on (to poor, innocent buffalo. First off, | would like to state that 


myself, as wel! as Buffalo Nations, find all seven alternatives ridiculous. | can't believe that this 
interim plan is nine years overdue, and you took that many years and you still are at Step | in 
this process. 


I'd like to stert owt with the seropositive tests that you are implementing in all these cases. A 
seropositive test has absolutely no indication whatsoever of transmission of this disease. | would 
like to ask why that the park has just disconvened a study that was based on molecular DNA 
studies which do record the ability to transmit. | believe if you're going to spend $53 million, 
why don't you put your money into some research that has validity? 


Secondly, the quarantining of the ones that supposedly test negative for four years is in my eyes 
domestication of these last wild animals, and that is also not acceptable. For as long as | have 
been alive and many years before that, the cattle barons of the west have had their way and will 
in this country, and it's high time that we start prioritizing our livelihoods as Montanans, as 
United States citizens, and look at the tourism industry as a viable moome for these arcas. 


Directly affected in both the areas Gardiner and West Yellowstone, Montana are 14 grazing 
allotments. This by no means represents anything of the $2 billion cattle industry in the state of 
Montana. I would like to refer to Dr. Paul Nicoletti, who is the leading expert on brucellosis n 
the United States, as well as the world, who states that the problem isn't with the bison. The 
problem is with the elk, and under a purpose in this lawsuit, this draft environmental impact 
statement doesn't bring in elk to the picture. 


And if you were truly concerned about abolishing brucellosis, you can’t just selectively pick one 
species and expect to cure your problem. As some of you know in this room, as some of you 
don" know, Buffalo Nations is out with these buffalo that have left the sanctuary of the park 
from sunrise to sunset for six months straight, and with these kind of compromising, you know, 
govormment plans that are carmarked solely for the cattle industry, | can just tell you that we will 
be in the field. We will be there monitoring, documenting your every move, and we're not 
lea\mg unti] a much more comprehensive plan is reached. 


And on my final note, | would like to add that native Americans in this country have lived 
together in unison with these beautiful animals for as far back in history as we can recall, and not 
one native American tribe was counseled, asked for their opinion, or even brought to the tables in 
this draft environmental impact statement 
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And until the native American communities are involved with the management of this last free 
ranging wild buffalo herd, we will be out in the field, so if you want to get nd of Buffalo 
Nations, it’s high time that you did something scientifically based, use better tests that have some 
form of accuracy. 


And with that note, | would just like to say that | hope this draft environmenta! impact statement 
gets thrown out the window, and we can start from scratch on something that will, if this 
brucellosis is such a problem, address it and correct it. And this draft EIS does nothing of that 
sort. Thank you. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Gardiner School, AES ‘uly 29, 1998, 


Comment No. 15187 


Samuel T. Weddington 
Baffalo Nations 


How are today? My name is Samuel Weddington. I'm a biochemistry major ai 
My affiliation is with Buffalo Nations. 


I'm here doing an internship for an internshap class, and | came down here to do research on the 
buffalo population and the issue in the ares and what it's really all about. That's something that | 
think I've discovered. 


Through my work with Buffalo Nations, | go out every day to Yellowstone National Park, and | 
speak with visitors. | speak with them on this issue and tell them this is what's going on. Then | 
inform them that no matter what happens, the public will not have a true voice on the issue. It 
enraged them. When ! told them of the ways that this plan, the DEIS, was going to take their tax 
dollars and flush it down the toilet, they were enraged. That's why I'm here. Because as | began 
to do research on this issue, it really becarne quite apparent early on that brucellosis was not the 
true part of this issue. Basically, it dawned on me that | have to follow another lead. 


A wise man once told me that if you have a problem, if you follow the money trail and the trail 
of greed that's where you'll find the heart. That's what I did. | looked at it from all sides. | 
looked at it from a scientific point of view. | looked at it from a philosophical point of view and 
then as a concerned taxpayer, as well as a member of Buffalo Nations. 


1 could get techmcal on information about brucellosis with you. It evolves as a bacteria in a 
culture in a laboratory, and it requires a 5 to 10 percent mixture of CO2. It can't survive if it's 
deprived of oxygen for over 24 hours. 


But then, you know what the true fact is? In the Yellowstone ecosystem, it wouldn't survive over 
24 hours due to the harsh climate and the geothermal activity in the area. It will not survive. 
That's a very fussy bacteria, and it's hard to grow even in a laboratory. 


So it became apparent that this was not the heart of the issue; really, the heart of the issue is the 
fact that the bison and the greater Y cllowstone ecosystem have found themselves to be a 
hindrance to those that have a money interest in the area. Those who have allotments in the 
Natonal Forest don't want to spend their own money to vaccinate their caitle against brucellosis. 
It's not just bison; it's wolves, it's grizzly bears, and all of the wildlife in this ecosystem. They 
find themselves in the middle of this issue that they are a hindrance to the plans of others. 
That's why I'm here today. I'm here to ask you a question. 20 years from now, will you bring 
your children back to this area? Or if you're living in this area, what are you going to tell them? 
What are you going to tell them when they no longer see the beautiful wildlife that covers this 
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whole terrain we call Yellowstone National Park? What are you going to tell the next generation 
when they ask whose responsibility it was to take care of what was here? What are you going to 
tell them? Are you going to tell them that you sat on the back lines and watched it happen in 
front of you? Are you going to tell them that you allowed our national heritage and all that we 
consider good and things that we stand for to die because of our own greed or our own apathy, in 
a sense? That we sat here and we allowed this to take place, and they killed the buffalo? 


Under the plans in the DEIS, they'll continue the current interim bison management plan. What 
sort of alternative is that? How many more buffalo are we going to kill before we are satisfied? 
Huh? Why don't we allow this species to survive in an ecosystem that's made for it, that it's 
adapted to, and where it tives? Why can't we allow them to survive? Why are we putting cattle 
interests over the top of this? I'm not talking about destroying the cattle. No, I'm not talking 
about that at all. | don't want anybody out because of this. I understand these people have 
mouths to feed, but they also have a responsibility to be keepers over what has been given to us. 


Some of you might consider yourselves good church-going folk. Adam was given dominance 
over nature, but with that came a responsibility to take care of it and to not allow it to be 
degraded. 

That's why I'm here. I ask you to reject all seven alternatives in this DEIS, because if you read it, 
you're going sec that it's not the best tax dollar effective way and it's not the ethical way to treat 
this problem. | am asking you (o endorse Plan B because it makes more sense. 


Thank you. 
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Butte Busters Snowmobile Club, Inc. 


National Park Service 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, Colorado 
80225 


The 141 members of the Butte Busters Snowmobile Club, Inc. believe that 
alternative 7 provides the solution to the management to the bison in 
Yellowstone Park and best adresses the management of the bison 
population by the park service. 

It needs to be remembered that man through our system of government 
created Yellowstonne National Park for the enjoyment of all people. 
Motorized recreation should not be regulated to the point of no use 
allowed to satisfy a few selfish individuals. 


Thank you, 
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NATIONAL AFFAIRS & RESEARCH DIVISION 


Fr CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
4 


Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the laterageacy Bison Management 
Ptan for State of Moatuns and Yellowstone National Park 


PUBLIC TESTIMONY OF CALIFORNIA FARM BUREA' FEDERATION IS8Xo 
GIVEN BY RIA de GRASSI, DIRECTOR, NATIONAL AFFAIRS & RESEARCH 
SEPTEMBER 23, 1998, A 


T am Ria de Grassi, Director, National Affairs & Research, with the California Farm Bureau 
Federation. | am here representing the more than 45,000 member farm and ranch families in 
California. 


The State of California was declared a “Class Free” state in the national brucellosis program on 
October 15, 1997. This achievement has been an expensive and arduous effort on the part of many 
to get to this point and required a high level of cooperation by the livestock industry, government 
disease 1s now a chapter in the history book of animal and public health in California. Furthermore, 
we fully support efforts to compicte eradication of brucellosis nationwide by the end of 1998. We 
beheve that the Brucellosis Class Free classification enhances the national and international 
marketability of Califorma cattle and has a similar potential for U.S. cattle as a whole upon 
completion of nationwide eradication. Because we are gravely concerned about any threat to our 
brucellosis-free status which may arise, we comment today to emphasize the need for resolving once 
and for all the brucellosis risk to domestic cattle posed by bison from Yellowstone National Park. 


The organism that causes brucellosis in bison, Brucella abortus, is the identical organism that causes 
the disease in domestic cattle. Various publications, including the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, have stated that there have been no documented cases of “free ranging” park bison 
transmitting brucellosis to domestic cattle. Stated another way, however, no one has been abie to 
psove that there is a domestic cattle herd that got the disease from the bison. That does not mean that 
the infection did not come from the bison, it simply means we do not know. The fact remains that 
the brucellosis organism has been isolated from the placentas of park bison and that the disease can 
be transmitted from bison to cattle under experimental conditions in confined spaces. All that is 
needed for the transmission of the disease is exposure, and that exposure can come from an infected 
calving area. If domestic cattle come in contact with an infected bison’s calving area, disease 
transmission is a threat. USDA's Animal and Plant Health Inapection Service and state departments 
of agriculture know this which is why those agencies will most likely restrict the movement of 
domestic cattle from Idaho, Montana, or Wyoming if bison and livestock come in contact with one 
another. Currently, California requires that such cattle be tested prior to exportation to California to 
cnsure that the ammais are negative for the disease. The cost for this test is borne by the state of 
origin. From the perspectives of the beef and dairy industries, which in California are worth a 
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combined $4.9 billion®, it is irresponsible cf government agencies to flirt with known infection and 
its potential to spread at the expense of public and domestic animal health. 


Thus, we support Alternative 5 and Alternative 6 of the DEIS because the approaches emphasize 
aggressive brucellosis controi within the park through testing, removal, and vaccination. Very 
similar approaches have been taken to the disease in domestic cattle in California which have led 
successfully to our “Class Free” status. We are strongly opposed to Alternative 2 and Alternative 
3 because the approaches are not aggressive and offer little promuse for protecting the domestic cattle 
industry from infection. 


We know that there is disagrecmem among scientists and even among federal government agencies 
as to the real disease risk bison pose to domestic livestock. Livestock producers will remain caught 
in the mddle of the debate and tens of miliions of dollars already spent on nationwide eradication 


regulations adjusted accordingly, and the various government agencies’ policies harmonized. The 
park bison population must be managed to ensure the health and future of this majestic species 
within Yellowstone and to protect the livestock industry beyond Yellowstone. 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 


a 1997 figures for milk and cream and cattle and calves. Source: California Department of 
Food and Agriculture. 

National Affairs & Research 

California Farm Bureau Federation 
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18 letters received 


This is a represcntative of those letters. 


Dear Sirs: 


Please support the Citizens Plan for managing the 
buffalo. I don’t agree with the EIS plan. i apologize that | 
don’t agree, but if you slaughter more and more buffalo 
there won’t be any left in Yellowstone National Park. I 
want to see buffalo when i go there , but if you slaughter 
the buffalo there won’t be any left. So please, think again 


about the EIS plan. 


Sincerely yours, 
Oyearr tole 


Azeem Sola 


5 th grake 
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page 2 


Civitas EEE Pe en 
Citizeas for Planetary Health we kept thinking that the bogeyman of brucellosis transmission from bison to domestic cattle is 
Bias Kebeome Uirectos just that. Because brucellosis is a bovine disease that affects both speces, the fear 1s not 


without logic, but there is no evidence that brucellosis can be, or has ever been, transmitted 
from bison to cows. In other words, state and federal agencies are going to great lengths to 


Comments oa DEIS for Bison Manag. went in Yellowstone National Park cope with a problem that doesn’t exist 
October 17, (996 
; The response of state and federal agricultural agencies lacks logic when it hysterically 
ies ee ES et guns down or sends to slaughter male and young bison who are not affected by the disease 

MONTANA AND YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARE, it bec! me clear that the basis of the problem is ee eee 

that Yellowstone National Park is an arbitrary chunk of a larger ecosystem with boundaries that 

are meaningless to wildlife Elk, too, carry the brucellosis organism, but nobody seems concerned that they might 

, it the disease " We know of no evidence that brucelia abortus 
The problem is compounded by the fact thet (1) cows are allowed to graze on public ee te indication dutinctoncignieh@ieatytenem. 
land, (2) snownnoblle walls encourage bison to anigrate cut of the park, (3) privensty-owned land The fact that the vaccine for cows does not work in bison is another indication that bison 
(1) It should not be difficult to eliminate grazing on public lands which has been Cenciusion: 

land leased fos grazing hes suffered erosion and destruction of riparian hablest and other plant a ee et 

life and is therefore detrimental to wildlife in general, not just bison. perhaps to 2 lesser extent, the citizens of other countries us well. This uceds to take 
(2) be should be 0 let enaier act to bile trails than to them Ik will ———— tear eee 

be harder to discourage off-road snowmobile use, but it can be done. 
a) interfere with wild animias’sbility to conserve fat for surviving the winter. Killing bison interferes with the process of natural selection, which is especially critical 
b) cause serious air and noise pollution and P ; : ; 
ob chaaié ext bo diownd ia Go pat anew. in a herd that onginated from such a limited number of animals. 
There is no lack of other territory for them to use outside of park boundaries. (It is high — : : 

ume the park service took a stand agaist harmful off-road vehicles and watercraft anyway ) ee 
(3) Private land is a knottier problem. There should be a policy in place of acquiring for Bison would be less likely to migrate out of the park if snowmobile trails did aot 

addition to the perk any adjacent and even nearby land in the ecosystem that becomes available. : ; ; 

People fortunate enough to live near the park need to recognize that visits from wildlife come ee 

with the territory. If they fear bruceilosis transmission to their private cows, there are a number ‘ 

Compe. We recommend that the National Park Service be given full jurisdiction over the bison 
mpgs die hinens to eliminate competition between public agencies representing private interests and that the 
¢) Fence their and/or a no impregnated. bison be granted the right to self-determination in accordance with the usual park policy. 

It would not be out of line for public agencies to help with some of the expenses these measures 

will entail, which would probably be less costly than present measures to confine, quarantine Respectfully submitted, 


and otherwise manage the movements of the bison herd as a whole. 


concluded on page two Bue bunson 
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October 29, 1998 

Ms. Sarab Branson 
Interagency Bison Management Pisn 
DC—R 

P. O. Box 25287 


Denver, CO 80225-0287 

Dear Ms. Branson: 

The United States has spent in excess of 3 Billion doliars in the eradication of Brucellosis in 
cattle over 60 years. | realize that CDC and others question the critical incidence of this disease 
today, but they need to review the history of this disease. 


Brucellosis is and has been a serious threat to public health and | have known several individuals 
The Yellowstone Area is the single remaining uncontrolled incidence of infection in the U. S. 
The proposed Special Management Areas have no probability of resolving this discase problem. 
The only acceptable alternative is the Modified Alternative 6 proposed by the United States 
Animal Health Association This was developed by the Bruceilosis Commatee of USAHA 
which represents the most informed and experience group of experts on this issue available. 

| appreciate your serious consideration of this matter and will welcome the eradication of this 
disease. 


Simcerely, 


U — 
W. Bryan, D.V 
Veterinarian 6 


DEPARTMENT OF LIVESTOCK POULTRY HEALTH PROGRAMS 
(Wace ct the Mercer 


/23 


Noacompliiance with $ 
¢ the DEIS fails to properly address the purpose and need of protecting a wild free- 


f 
: 


The DEIS's alternatives all are because all: 
. Sa ne ee eS ee 


* contain extreme management techniques that ultimately result in the domestication 
the Yellowstone herd; and ad 
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For these reasons we call upon the authorities charged with complying with NEPA and 


writing this DEIS to out the a ae Se 8 See SS 
Plan B, the Buffalo's Alternative, one respects the bison, that ends the slaughter, that 
porwr + hay — = 
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entitled “Plan B, The Buffalo's Alternative” to contrast the government's 


B. 


with Plan 


1 


a8 
il 


HEE 
rH 


H 
Hi 


Hie 


iH 
HEEL 


4 


ee 


HA 


if 
if 


iH i 


Hat 
Had Hi if a fii Hl 


uf fe 
il 


F 
it : 


i 
q 
Z 


/% 


Lili 


Colorado 
Grizzly 

Project 
ee 


September 1, 1998 
Bison Management Plan EIS Team YELL- 25455 
National Park Service. Denver Services Center 
P.O. Box 252867 
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 


Sirs: 


The Colorado Grizzly Project was established in 1995 
with but one goal: the reintroduction of the grizzly bear 
to a portion of its historic range in Colorado. We are a 
501(c)(3) research and educational organization incorpora- 
ted in the State of Colorado. 


Although our primary emphasis is Colorado, we do inter- 
vene on behalf of the grizzly whenever and wherever its well- 
being is threatened. We are writing because we believe that 
the current management of bison in the Yellowstone Ecosystem 
threatens the continued welfare of the grizzly population 
there. 


An abundance of scientific evidence exists demonstrating 
the importance of ungulate carcasses to grizzlies emerging 
from their dens in springtime. Bison remains are an important 
food source for Yellowstone grizzlies in April and early May. 
Continued grooming of snowmobile trails inside Yellowstone 
National Park facilitates movement of bison to areas outside 
the security of the park. Once outside the secure confines of 
the park boundaries, bison are shot to prevent the transmission 
of brucellosis to domestic livestock. 


There is no documentation of such transmission of disease 
taking place in the Yellowstone Ecosystem. The merits of that 
dubious assertion aside, we strongly object to the grooming 
of snowmobile trails within Yellowstone National Park. Bison 
which leave the park and are killed cannot contribute to the 
nutritional needs of the grizzly bear in spring when it needs 
an abundant source of high-quality protein. 


177 


Therefore, we urge you to end the practice of grooming 
snowmobile trails within the Yellowstone Wational Park. 
Ample opportunity for mechanized winter recreation exists 
in the surrounding national forests. We further urge you 
to adopt the practice of driving bison back into the park 
in order that their carcasses will serve the nutritional 
needs of grizzly bear, coyote, and other scavengers which 
have come to rely upon such a food source. 


Thank you for considering this request. 


Yours truly, 


Ge Cadtonedas 


Jorge L. Andromidas 
Executive Director 
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October 6, 1998 
Sarah Bransom 
Interagency Bison Management Plan, DSC-RP YELL-9308 
P.O. Box 25287 


Denver, CO 80225-0287 
RE: Draft EIS for Bison management in Montana and Yellowstone NP 


Comment Summary: 

The population model used to evaluate the consequences of management alter.) vs. > (tee 
draft EIS (pages 196ff) did not incorporate knowledge of the biology of brucelion: wv ‘sun 
or processes fundamental to transmission of diseases. Forecasts of the consequences of test 
and slaughter operations therefore underestimate both the likely portion of the population that 
will be seropositive through time and the number of animals that are likely to be slaughvered. 
The magnitude of these errors is unknown, but it is possible that it is large. In my ¢y.n1ww, it 
would be prudent to conduct a more realistic assessment of these consequences!) ove 
adopting any alternative thal inchudes a significant test and slaughter protoc’) 


Dear Ms Bransom, 


Thank you for sending me a copy of the draft EIS. It’s clear chat « tremendous effort was put 
imo the development and production of the EIS. It’s a fine efYor: to address a very difficult 
situation. Good luck. 


I send these comments as a scientist with experience simulating bruceilosis dyaamics in 
bison and elk. They represent my results, observations, and in very few cases my opinion, 
and may not reflect these of Colorado State University or the Natural Resource Ecology 
Laboratory. 


I restrict my comments to the moi! 124 portion of the FIS, and to problems that | can identify 
with the numerical analyses. I b.v> spuncu with John Mack, who produced the estimates 
published in the draft EIS, and with Robin Angliss, who | understand will account for 
variance due to stochastic variation in driving variables and demographic parameters. it is 
very important to include these effects, as in population models they frequently lead to 
predictions not parametric about a mean and thus they can have a dramatic influence 
esumating the “risk” associated with a management strategy. 


Comments from Joha Gross - page 2 of 3 


My main concern with the simulation modeling published in the draft EIS is that the 
mechanisms of disease transmussion were not represented. In the EJS model, the 
seroprevalence of newborn calves is equal lo seroprevalence of the population as a whole (J. 
Mack, personal communication). For example, if a winter test and slaughter operation 
reduced seroprevalence from 50 to 40 %, calves born the following spring would have a 
seroprevalence rate of 40 percent. In the model, seroprevalence will then remain at 40 % in 
the absence of intervention - i.e., it will sever rebound to the previously observed rate of 
SO %. Here are the main problems with this modeling approach. 


The first problem is the absence of transmission dynamics. Observations of most diseases 
sustained in a population reveal at least an indication of a “stable” level of infection. In other 
words, over time many diseases will achieve a level of infection that is relatively constant 
over ume. For brucellosis ia north Yellowstone, this appears to be at a seroprevalence rate 
near 50%. Thus if you reduce the rate of seroprevalence to a level below 50%, over time the 
disease is likely to spread in the population until this “stable state” is reached. The model 
does not account for these swts of dynamics. 


The omission of disease dynamics is critical to evaluating management of brucellosis. The 
key concept is that a disease spreads more rapidly when a population is composed largely of 
susceptible individuals. E.g., if 90% of a population is immune to a disease, the introduction 
of one infectious individual is unlikely to result in an outbreak. On the other hand, if 90% of 
the individuals in a population are susceptible, then the introduction of one infectious 
individual is highly likely to result in the spread of the disease. This is obvious to amy pareai. 


To evaluate effects of a test and slaughter operation it is necessary to understand the biology 
of brucellosis in bison and the concept of herd immunity. First consider the biology of 
brucellosis and observations of age-specific rates of seroprevalence and immunity to 
brucellosis. In bison, the portion of animals in the population rises sharply with 
age until bison are at least 7 or 8 years old (Figure |, attached). Data are inadequate to really 
tell what happens after this age. At birth, it appears that well under 20% of bison in 
Yellowstone are seropositive, while seroprevalence appears to be about 65% in 6-8 year-old 
bison. This clearty shows that many bison are infected subsequeat to birth (e.g., lateral 
transmission is very important), but that most bison become infected at an carly age (e.g., by 
4 years old or so). 


A second critical point concems the “natural production” of immune bison in the population. 
Information on bison, elk, and cattle shows that most female bison (only females transmit 
brucellosis) completely clear the organism (Brucella abortus) sabsequent to their first 
abortion or birth, although a small portion (10%7) will continue to harbor Brucella and may 
shed the organism. Some of these could continue to shed for multiple years, but after rhe 
second birth/abortion this is by all accounts a very small portion of the population. The 
important poiat is that after birth or abortion, these animals are seropositive but immune. 
The overall result is that most seropositive bison older than about 5 years old are also 
immune. 


Now put the pieces together. Most seropositive animals are “old” bison, simply by virtue of 
high survival rates and a long lifespan. It follows that most seropositive animals do not 
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harbor Brucella and can not transmi\ brucellosis. A test and slaughter operation 
indiscnmunately temoves seropositive antmais — both infectious and immune animals 
Because mosi seropositive animnals are wnmune, the net effect of this is to increase the 
portion of susceptible animais in the population, thereby enhancing the efficiency of disease 
transmission The rate of transmission 1s a fumction of both the umber of infecuous 
individuals and the likelihood of coutact wath a suscepuble. Because both of these vanables 
are change’ simultaneously, the overall effect depends on the specific circumstances. but one 
absolutely cleat result is that undiscrumunate test and slaughter will wot have the effec 
predicted by the model in tee EIS. Withou! actually sumulating the alternatives, | don't know 
whether the predicuons are in error by 10% or by 300%. 


Test and slaughter can be a very effective method lo eradicate a disease when ail seropositive 
anumals are killed, but it can be a very ineffective techmique for reducing risk. in terms of 
lulling anumais, one of the worst situauons is when an mcousisten! number of older anunals 
ase removed at regular mtervals. Under these condiuons, it's possabic that the mcrease in 
transmussion efficiency would completely compensate for the removal of infecuous animals. 
and the net result would be a constant level of seroprevalence accompanied by an increase 
(that’s mot a typo) in the portion of infectious animals in the population. Thus could result 
from conditions present in Yellowstone. 


These results are supported by a highly mechanistic simulation mode! of brucellosis 
dynamics for cik and bison that | developed in collaboration with Drs. Terry Kreeger and 
Michael Miller. The mode! is far too complex to describe in this letter, but if i would be 
useful | would be happy to send you a technical report that describes the mode! structure, 
Parameters, sensitivity results, and a generic evaluation of some contro! strategses. | 
presented this model to the GYIBC in September and members of both the technical and 
executive committee received a copy of the report. Unfortunately, 1 would be a rather 
complicated and time-consuming task to realistically simulate the specific management 
alernatives in the draft EIS. although the mode! was designed for a sumuias purpose. | am 
thus unable to offer more specific comments on the degree of error or a probabilistic 
assessment of the consequences of the management alternauves. However, | would be 
concemed about these problems given the prommence of the bruceilosis issue and the degree 
of scrutiny that any decision will be subjected to. 


if you'd like further information on the content of this letter, please fee! free to contact me. 


nba § Lt 


E. Gross, Ph.D. 
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Figure 1. Observations and simulated age-specific seroprevalence of brucellosis in bison. 
Solid gray bars are age-specific sero-positive rates for female bison (sumulation mode! 
results); solid biack bars represent the percent of seropositive female bison thai are also 
culture-positive (simulation mode! results), and the hatched bars are age-specific raies of 
seroprevalence based on data from Keith Aume for bison slaughtered from 1990-1997 (both 
sexes). These results show that: 

1. most bison are born uninfected and thus lateral transfer is very important, 

2. rates of seroprevalence increase quickly with age, and 

3. most older bison (> 5 years) that are seropositive are immune. 


SUOLININSU] JOUOYDINPT puv uoyvz1uv3icC) 


08I 


YELLS 
September 9, 1998 
Bison 
National Service - Sarah Branson SCC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver,CO 80225-0287 Re: Bison Plan 
Dear EIS Team: 


A Yellowstone Park maintain a wild, bison population. People need to be 
able to see bison as they were in the past — not just as a picture in a history book or a 
comunercially grown food source. Many people consider bison to be an important 

to Alerica. 


2 A large public area outside of the park be set aside as a where bison can live 
during the harsh winters. Wildlife professionals monitor and manage this 
area a6 a protected wildlife area. 

o le ene te qnts aaugnas an exis Ge gat 
need to - input. 

4 When science demonstrates that bison population levels are met, the excess bison be 
relocated to Indian lands (per their requests), to public lands, or taken by a carefully 

hunt. 


5. Vaccination of cattle adjacent to the bison area should also be considered. 
6 We also encourage the further acquisition of key winter range lands through public 
and conservation easements. Payments for ranchers providing bison 


respecting the of the community. We believe that a proactive, 
balanced that the bison, people who are concerned with them, and 
ranchers is We ask for your serious consideration of the Citizen's Plan to Save 
Yellowstone Buffalo. 


YELL-9288 


October 6, 1998 


Bison Management Pian EIS Team, 
National Park Service 

Atta: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

PO Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Ms. Bre .om, 


| am writing this letter on behalf of the Colorado Wildlife Federation in support of 
the Citizen’s Plan for bison management. We would urge the Park Service to reconsider 
and subsequently re-draft its EIS to incorporate the Citizen’s Plan. We believe the 
Citizen's Plan to be a viable alternative to the current plan for the following reasons: 


The Yellowstone Park bison are and should be considered wildlife not livestock. 
As such management decisions should be made by trained wildlife professionals 
and predicated on the best available scientific data. Bison management should 
not be done by livestock officials who serve a single, narrow special interest 
group whose decisions may be made in the absence of or contrary to the scientific 
data. 


The free roaming bison of the Yellowstone Park herd should be allowed access to 
the public lands adjacent to the park, similar to the policy with elk. If and when 
the “carrying capacity” of these adjaceni lands is exceeded, efforts should be 
made to relocate the healthy bison to Native American Tribal lands or other 
suitable public lands. In the eventuality that this is not possible there should be a 
regulated harvest to control the herd size. 


Although there has never been a documented case in the wild of bison 
transmitting brucellosis to cattle, a reduction of grazing allounents and a 
mandatory vaccination of cattle within the Greater Yellowstone Area would 
minimize or eliminate any potential outbreak. 


In closing, we once again urge the Park Service to consider the Citizen's Plan as a 
sensible and viable bison management pian that we believe to be preferable to the 
current “preferred alternative” EIS. As currently outlined the “preferred alternative” 
would set a dangerous precedent in the area of wildlife management, namely allowing 
non-professionals to decide the fate of our wildlife with little or no regard forthe = 
scientific data. 
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September 28, 1996 
YELL L057 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 

National Pask Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Bax 25287 

Denver, CO 60225-0287 


Thank you for the opportunity to review and commera on the Drafi EIS for the Bison Management 
Pian tor the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park 


After reviewing the EiS we were very disappointed to lean that NOME of the ahematives would 
adequately preserve and protect the bison i Yellowstone National Park. 


We feel that any effective bison management plan musi inchs. 


1 immediately cease afi bison siaugrter. 

2. NO bison should be killed even if they test positive for B.abortus because there is NO 
PROOF that this diesase is wanemitied trom bison to calle. 

3. Require vaccination of all cattle grazing near the park on public or private land. 

4. i there is a conflict between caiile and bison on PUBLIC LANDS the bison's needs should 
supersede thai of the callie Private callie grazing lands shoutd be fenced ard caitie 
gazing should be prohibited on public lands where necessary to prevent Contact 
between cattle and bison. 

5 Acquire additional winter range for the bison twough land purchase, lease, or easements. 


We teel that the bison are a national treasure which musi be preserve 
slaugmered af the urging of cattle ranchers. h would be wonderful | 
Could put a pian into effect which would accomplish the goal of bison 
will be bison roaming free for our children and grandchitdren to see. 


We understand thal the National Parks and Conservation Association (WPCA) has come up wih a 
“Citizens Plan to Save Yellowstone Bison”. We wholeheartedly suppor this plan as the ONLY 
one which will truly preserve and protect the bison. 


We hope that the National Park Service will seriously consider the “Citizens Pian to Save 
Yellowstone’ as the best allemative. 


Sincerely, 
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CONCERNED PEOPLE FOR ANIMALS, INC. 
ee 


August 7, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
NPS Denver Service Center 

P. O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


YELL-1080 


Dear Sirs: 


We are ly concerned that government agencies are ow in favor of 
killing Yellowstone National Park bison in spite of many alternative 
solutions to the alleged problem. We understand available scientific 
evidence indicates the remote gesscnssSy these animals may transmit 
"brucellosis" to domestic cattle ranging on adjacent areas is 
extremely remote. There has never been a documented transfer of this 
disease under free ranging conditions. 


We ask that you recommend one of the feasible and more sensible 
solutions. possible risk can be reduced by closing down 
snowmobile trails, remove the cattle from public lands, and vaccinate 
the cattle against brucellosis. 


Obviously, the slaughter of bison has already taken place, and that 
which is contemplated in the future, is just to placate the cattle 
industry. Money and politics are apparently nd the disregard for 
the protection of a national treasure, the magnificent wild bison, a 
symbol of the old west, an attractive addition to Yellowstone Park's 
animal inhabitants. We believe that agencies should concentrate on 
their real job, protecting natural resources, instead of planning 
their killing. Hunting and killing bison is not fair game as these 
animals have no fear of people and would not make any effort to save’ 
themselves. 


Pony Nusy 


This letter was signed by 13 members. 
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for HAWAIL 


CONSERVATION COUNCIL 


A CITIZENS’ ORGANIZATION 


KJ 


Si yuember 16,1998 
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Bison Management lan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

Box 25287 
Denver, CO 802259901 


The Yellowstone buffalo management issue puts the NPS system and all wildiife at msk. Your 
proposed most favored solution is ndiculous. | can remember standing in awe of the first bison | 
had ever seen when, 60 years ago, my grandparents shared their love of nature with me in 
Yellowstone Nationa! Park. 


Yellowstone Bison and the gene pool they represent are the best hope for reestablishing wild 
buffalo on indian reservations and other public lands. 


The state of Montana proposes to wipe out any buffalo that leaves the park in the name of 
burcellosis control. Taken to its extreme, that policy will result in the elimination of all big 
game wildlife 

Buffalo are not cattle. Breeders who treat them as cattle are not sustaining a wild population 
Buffalo must be maintained as free roaming wild animals the same at deer, elk and moose. 
Eventually, we will have huntable populations, but not if Montana continues this slaughter 


| ask that you revise your EIS to provide protection for the Yellowstone herd with the objective 
of managing buffalo as the wild animal they truly are. 


Bill , 
Conservation Council for Hawau 


cc: Gov Marc Racicot 


SX 


PROMOTING ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH AND EDUCATION. 
AND MANAGEMENT OF HAWAII'S NATURAL RESOURCES. 
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A CITIZENS’ ORGANIZATION PROMOTING 
CONSERVATION AND MANAGEMENT OF HAWAII'S NATURAL 
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> eepteem USNPS OSP-RP Box 25287 Denver,CO 80225 
News of the shooting of hungry buffalo gaivenizes islanders each winter during 
our breeding season for Hawaii's once dominant native grazer, the endangered 
nene goose. CCH responds with deep concem on behail of over 2000 members 
to the ES for bison in Yellowstone Park & Momana area. The symbol on the old 
buffalo nickel conveys the hardy mammal's core position in North American 
human ecology, which the U S NPS is chartered to restore or at least maintain in 
a sample of the once vast realm. 

its sad that your Federal draft mostly ignores the sensible, science- based, and 
sustainable NWF- ITBC plan, which accepts bison as the wildlife keystone 
species in the U S prairie eco-system. The tiny risk of “Bang's disease” is 
reduced even more in the tribal plan, thus, it must be adopted as the new, 
preterred alternative in the Final EiS. 

The Auto is America’s Sacred Cow, but the Services of USD keep them out of 
many precious Park areas, $0 why can't our interior re-decoraiors keep beef 
ranchers from transforming all but a tiny scrap of the West into pasture for the 
Old World's cash cow, Sos taurus? As a simple matter of progressive policy. only 
2000 cattle need to be moved out onto other USFS sites to end competitan with 
native bison migratons. !f the Nation truly values its unique, indigenous, hoofed 
heritage, it will allow for restored winter range. 


Many in Hawaii are working in aillance with continental environmental groups & 
Native American First Nation Peoples, as part of a broad movement to keep sate 
the public's wildlife heritage. Human greed once nearly wiped out the buffalo, 
and Montana cattiemen now seem bent on total contro! of buftaio migrations for 
dubious reasons. 

The land & cultural health of many lower 48 inbes will increase if bison are 
redistributed, not destroyed or privatized by auction, when they migrate in winter 
to MT for food. (The world's farthest migrating land mammal is not the Aincan 
widebeest, but the Amencan caribou, which travels 700 miles between Yukon 
boreal forests end the arctic coast of Alaska Herds may exceed 150,000 and 
provide 75% of the diet for the Gwich'in People in roadiess, remote villages.) 
Hawal'l citizens urgently request protection for the entre herd from culling so 
hungry bison can be adopted by waiting, willing Tribes. Please respond to meet 
the requirements of First Nations dapending upon this migratory herd for belated 
restocking. Petitions fron the 1996 Honolulu Powwow ask you to conserve 
breeding stock of these peoples’ sustenance, jus! as the conservation of marine 
habitats protects the food supply and cultural lifeline of Hawanan Americans still 
dependant upon sea ite. Best Wishes & Aloha. Steven Montgomery Ph. D. 


A bom (“. ab en 9 
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Bison Plan EIS Team 
Thus us 4 representative of those letwors. — 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 
Dear Sar, 
We are opposed to the Draft Environmental impact Statemant for long 
Dance Bison Mnanagtmen t  “Voarm : term management of Yellowstone bison. We believe it is scientifically and legally 
_ ° id ‘Al flawed. 
- * = . There is no confirmed case of bison transmitting brucellosis to cattle in the 
Hitrote “Ar ting ts Ifa to wild, and according to the scientific evidence, the risk of bacteria transmission 
: OLN & Soliio tase DO rohtiem from bison to cattle, if any risk exists, is extremely remote and does not justify the 
| at —— Sacstebtihing bison hunt in Montana is unethical, unsporting, 
4 @e"es = @ o a in 
Aon de instead NOS of Hing ag and Nee ree ere ee Red 
ms ava rt) a N “ a. have no fear of 


: a Capture and slaughter of bison, inchading bison who test positive for 
land buff lo don i} ate a a exposure to the disease, is barbaric, unmecessary, and must not be continped. 

: The quarantine or vaccination of Yellowstone bison is unacceptable, 
unworkable, and would be an enormous waste of federal tax dollars. 

The NPS must prohibit the use of snowmobiles in Yellowstone to prevent 
the bison from using groomed sacwmobile trails to edt the park to their deaths. 


- Vaccination of cattle on public and private land against brucellosis should 
aad ib . ak ae a t8) Sees Pea Ie - be part of the strategy to prevent brucellosis within cattle herds. 
~e 5 pin dom! toont ~~ Sctutentte quia datidinoupin Seabees 
: ‘ : agrvement, private in the Yellowstone region as protected winter range 
' —_ — ee . Yellowstone's bison. - 
bAlnars mio ts ss shhoutel fasp sta mutt Draft Environmental impact Statement needs to modified to include 
N 4 minimum above recommendatons. oppose lethal managemer:: 
] « a ae on & ‘+ — of Yellowstone bison. 
—_——Vitoax, —_——— Anriliat Kir? Annelise Heinz, President 


{ibisn 4Yueee Melissa Muenser, Vice President 


owe This letter was signed by 22 additional students. 
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Thuraday, July 30, 1998 - 22:48:10 pm EST MELL- (3050 


We write this letter in support of Plan B (for “buffalo” or 
"bison", which gives the buffalo the respect that they truly 
deserve. 


Over 3,000 Yellowstone bison have bees shot or slaughtered outside of 
Yellowstone Nationa) Park since 1985. This is a national disgrace. 


There has aever been a documented case of natural brucellosis transmission 
from bison to cattle. There's never any mention thai the butfalo imtiaily 
contracted the disease from domestic livestock. And, there's no sane person 
who talks of the need for wholesale slaughter of the region's elk. who also 
carry the disease. 


If ranchers don't want their cows near public bison, they don't 
have to lease—at a mere pitlance—public land. If Usey lease 
public land, they must accept public wildlife. Very simple. 


Please take down the feaces and let the public's buffalo graze \ 
on the public’s own land. 


PLAN B, the Pro-Buffalo Alternative, would: 
-- Involve no killing or confining of buffalo; 
~ Address legitimate disease management issucs; 
— Respect the knowledge of wildlife biologists and veterinarians; and 
— Provide a scientifically sound and cost-effective alternative. 


Bison, like ali other wildlife, need to roam freely within the greater 
Yellowstone ecosystem 


Bison deserve preference over livestock on our public lands. 
If conflicts exist between wildlife and livestock on these lands, 
we need to retain the public's wildlife, not big ranchers’ 
welfare livestock on our public lands. 


We need to: 
— Limit existing grazing permits on public lands in the “conflict” 
zone to steer-only operations (bulls cannot contract the disease); 


~ Cancel federally-subsidized cattle grazing permits and 
~- Require vaccination of cattle against brucellosis with RBS1 in the 
conflict zone; 


— Offer ranchers that are currently grazing their cattle on private lands 
im the conflict zone (there are only 14 such ranchers) compensation 0; 

other incentives not to raise cattle (or at least not to raise cow-calves ) 

on that land until brucellosis is eradicated from the region; and 


— Urge the State of Montama to accept the federai government's definition 
of low-risk bison, and allow these magnificent creatures free movement like 
elk and other wildlife. 


Bison must be treated hike the wildlife that they are, 
not like mere domestic livestock. 


Wm 
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Via Facsimile 


YELL- 1430 


Defenders of Wildlife submits the following comments on the Draft 
Environmental Lmpact Statement for the Interager~y Bison Management Plan 
for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Purk on behalf of our more 
than 270,000 members and supporters. As a non-profit conservation 
organization focused on conserving wildlife, their habitat and the ecosystems 
on which they depend, Defenders has a special imterest in the long-term 
management of Yellowstone's bison herd. Inappropriate resolution of the 
bison-brucellosis (Brucella abortus) conflict has the potential to not only 
negatively impact the free-ranging nature of bison but could also directly 
impact the future viability of several threatened and endangered species which 
inhabit the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. Furthermore, unfavorable 
precedents. 


After reviewing the alternatives offered in the DEIS, many wildlife 
conservation organizations determined that none offered an appropriate 
management strategy for the long-term management of Yellowstone's bison 
herd. For this reason, a coalition was formed with the imtent of developing a 
more balanced pian that would protect the integrity of Yellowstone’ s free- 
roaming bison and would preserve Montana’s bruceilosis-free status. The 
coalition is comprised of the local, regional and national wildlife conservation 
Organizations which have most closely monitored the Yellowstone bison- 
brucellosis conflict over the past three decades. Collectively, the coalition 
consist of individuals with decades of experience in wildlife management and 
policy. The coalition's plan, The Citizens’ Pian to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, 
is now endorsed by more than |5 organizations with a combined 

of more than 5 million. Several regional businesses and ranchers have also 
endorsed the plan. 


Our comments are divided unto two sections: |) general comments on the DEIS as a whole and 2) 
the need for a Citizen's Plan. The Citizens’ Plan represents Defenders’ basic position on the 
future management of Yellowstone's bison herd and is therefore attached as a part of our 
comments. Additional comments are intended to provide further details to certain components of 
the Citizens’ Plan as well as to provide specific comments on the DEIS and its alternatives. 


A. Generali Comments: 
The following co..umeats pertain to the DEIS as a whole: 
1. The scepiag process snd opportunities for pablic comment have bees madequate. 


One of our primary concerns with the DEIS surrounds the issue of scoping. We question 
whether appropriate scoping of this issue was ever adequately under‘aken. Based on information 
provided in the DEIS on page 35, scoping on the management of the Yellowstone bison herd 
began in 1990 when the National Park Service (NPS), the U.S. Forest Service (USFS) and 
Montana’s Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks initiated the process of preparing an 
environmental impact statement for an interagency bison management plan. The first public 
documents emerging from this process asked for comments on predetermined alternatives rather 
than asking the public to identify its potential alternatives. Likewisc, initial public hearings 
dealing with management of one of the most emblematic species residing in one of the most 
visited park; in America were limited to the local communities immediately adjacent to the park. 
Initially, no efforts were made to include park visitors or the general public as stakeholders in 
this process which deals with a situation almost exclusively on federal lands. 


According to a letter summarizing a January 10, 1994 meeting of federal officials from the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture (USDA) and the Department of the Interior (DOI), these officials 
“agreed to develop a cooperative Federal Strategy to resolve longstanding issues surrounding the 
bison herds located in and around Yellowstone Nationai Park.” These officials also agreed to 
several goals including the elimination of bruceilosis from the Yellowstone ecosystem. From 
this lewer, it is clear that the involved federal agencies had adopted certain positions regarding 
goals, philosophies and management actions without the benefit of any legitimate national 
scoping process. Interestingly, the decision by these federal agencies to commit to the goal of 
eliminating brucellosis from the Yellowstone ecosystem came three years prior to Secretary 
Babbitt’s request to the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) to undertake a formal, 6-month 
study due to the disagreement over whether brucellosis transmission by bison or elk was a threat 
to domestic livestock and whether vaccination or other management strategies mighi prove 
useful in controlling potential transmission. 


More recently, in response to a 1995 lawsuit, the federal government agreed to a settlement in the 
absence of any public comment. The court settlement has forced the NPS's to forsake its 
statutory mandate of natural regulation as it pertains to bison, and in essence, the NPS now 
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serves as an extension of APHIS and the Mootana Department of Livestock (DOL). This is 
poignantly demonstrated in the mteragency drafi EA for the 1996 Interim Pian which analyzed 
only two alternatives: Alternsuve |, which was later adopted with only slight modifications as 
the laterim Pian; and Alternative 2, the “no action” alternative which merely described the 
existing bison management scheme that Montana had challenged in the 1995 lawsuit. Because 
the parties had committed to implementing a new imterim plan, the EA, in effect, presented the 
public with only one choice, Alternative | — a plan which resulted in the capture, testing and 
slaughter of | ,084 bison in its first year of operation -- many of which were killed by NPS 
personnel. 


The comment period for the draft EA for the interim plan was also extremely short due to the 
tume line agreed to in the 1995 settlement. The original public comment period was jusi 0 days. 
Only at the request of interested parties was the comment period extended by two weeks for a 
total of 33 days. This is hardly appropriate for an issue of national scope. In June of 1998, when 
the DEIS was released, the drafting team proposed caly regional hearings around Y cilowstonc 
National Park. Because of the objections of the conservation community, the drafting team 
consented to additional hearings in several major cities around the country. 


Clearly, the opportunitie ‘or public involvement have been intentionally restricted to local input 
from user groups, when allowed at all. The poorly conducted scoping process and the 1995 out of 
court settlement have resulted in a series of inadequate interim management plans and now in 
this flawed DEIS. important decisions such as these involving lands or wildlife beld in the public 
trust should all be made in the full view of the public. NEPA requires nothing less, in terms of 
the alternatives offered and the impacts assessed. 


2. The tuteragency drafting teem failed te incorporate important research findings. 
Substantive changes must be made in the final LIS in order to incorporate important 


findings of the NAS study. 


lp 1997, the Secretary of the Interior commissioned the NAS to undertake a 6-month study of 
brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA). A final report was released on July 15, 
1998. The DEIS was released in June. The DEIS states that the agencies have not referenced or 
cited the National Academy of Sciences report “because it is in preliminary form.” Defenders 
finds it woubling that the DEIS, which took more than 8 years to produce and was already a year 
and a half overdue according to the time line agreed to in the settlement agreement, was 
published just weeks before the final NAS report was released. 


The NAS report was to analyze the extent of bison infection with brucellosis in the GY A, the 
transmission of B abortus among cattle, bison, elk, and other wildlife species; the relationship, if 
any, between bison population dynamics and brucellosis; the ability of serology testing 10 
estimate the true prevalence of infection; the efficacy and safety of existing vaccines for target 
and nontarget species and the need for new (including bison-specific) vaccines, the nature and 
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likely successes or limitations of a wild animal vaccination program, and factors in reducing risk 
of transmission from wildlife to cattle and among cattle -- all key issues relevant to the 
development of a successful, long-term management plan. It seems logical thai the drafting team 
would recognize the benefits of delaying the release of the DEIS or would have at least sought 
court permission to delay the release in order to incorporate the findings of the NAS study. We 
strongly encourage the interagency drafting team to follow through with its commitment to 
review and utilize the NAS report. Incorporation of the report will also enhance the final 


In regards to the risk of transmission, we believe the following findings from the NAS report are 
of significance: 


Finding: The risk of bison or elk wansmitting brucellosis to cattle is small, but it is not 
zero. 


Finding: If infection rates are not substantially reduced in elk, reinfection of bison is 
inevitabl 


Finding: B. abortus is unlikely to be maintained in clk if the elk-winter-feeding grounds 
were closed. 


Finding: Brucellosis is pot a major factor in herd survival for elk or bison; among natural 
variables, winter mortality is the most important. 


Finding: Bison leave YNP as a result of an increasing population and harsh winter weather, 
and under current management practices within the boundaries of YNP, the bison 
population will continue to grow. 


In regards to reducing the risk of transmission, the following recommendations from the NAS 
study should be incorporated: 


Recommendation: USDA and DO! should develop a plan to maintain a senes of YNP 


nears the park. The boundaries of the zones should be determined jointly 
by USDA, DOI, and the states surrounding YNP. The plan should remain 
in place until brucellosis is eliminated from YNP. It is important that a 
team of scientists be involved in this program and that results be analyzed 
and published in a refereed scientific journal. 


Recommendation: A long-term, controlled vaccination study must be conducted to assess the 
complete role of vaccination in brucellosis control and eradication for 
bison and elk. 
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Recommendation: Any vaccination program for bison must be accompanied by a 
concoritent program for elk. 


Recommendation. A brucellosis program for wildlife in the GYA should be approached in an 
adaptive management framework. 


Recommendation: Clear short-term strategies to arrive at long-term goais must be defined 
and agreed upon by the federal and state entives that are involved in GYA 
management. 


Recommendation: Research priorities with sufficient funding need to be determined 
cooperatively and with the support of the secretaries of the DOI and 
USDA. 


3. Objective #4 (Commit te the eventual elimination of bruceliesis in bisen and other 
wildtife) is an inappropriate objective. 


Defenders believes that the fatal flaw of the DEIS is the drafting team's unrealistic commitment 
to the eventual elimination of brucellosis not only in ‘uson but in all wildlife (Objective 4: 
Commit to the eventual elimination of brucellosis in bison and other wildlife). This objective is 
troubiing for several reasons: current scientific evidence does not warrant eradication; there is no 
legal requirement to eradicate the disease in wildlife; and attempting eradication is not within the 
purported scope of the DEIS. 


Furthermore, inclusion of this objective produces inconsistencies in the DEIS. In one section, 
the DEIS asserts “the elimination of brucellosis, even in bison, is not within the scope of this 
management plan” yet objective 4 is used to evaluate each of the alternatives. Later in another 
section, the DEIS states that it can only address brucellosis within bison. 


Objective 4 should be deleted from consideration in the final EIS and should be repiaced with an 
objective that more realistically reflects what is scientifically acceptable and achievable as weil 
as legally defensible. 


+ ‘The risk of traasmission of brucellosis between bisen ard cattle is poorty explained 
aed is not scientifically-based. The evidence that bisen can or will transmit brucellosis ia 
aatural settings is not scientifically courpelling. 

The section of the DEIS devoted to an overall discussion of brucellosis is vague and lacks 
scientific references. The basis for the information provided in this section is the 1997 Greater 
Yellowstone Interagency Brucellosis Committee ‘GYIBC) paper entitled “Brucellosis in the 
Greater Yellowstone Area” which summarizes some of the information about brucellosis as it 
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mugl.t relate management of bison and elk. The drafting team believes that this paper 
represents the factua) information for which there is general agreement among the technical 
experts. Because it serves as the source of much of the information presented in the DEIS, 
Defenders believes that this paper should have been included as an appendix in the DEIS so it 
could be evaluated along with the DEIS. 


Based on a thorough review of the scientific literature and the GYIBC paper, Defenders’ 
scientific staff rem.ans catirely unconvinced that Yellowstone bison pose a significant 
brucellosis transmittal threat to cattle in Montana — a view shared by many experts in this field. 
The fact that there has never been a single documented case of free-ranging bison transmitting 
brucellosis to cattle is continually dismissed. 


Like the draft EA, the DEIS presents weak arguments to justify their claims of risk. For 
example, on page 19 in the “Risk of Transmission” section, the DEIS states “Most of the 
knowledge regarding brucellosis has been developed from studying the disease in cattle and 
captive bison, although a limited amount of information has been developed from controlled and 
field studies of brucellosis in bison.” The GYTBC paper, which was published in May of 1997, 
states that “there have been no controlled field studies, specific to the GYA, to determine either 
the mechanism of B. abortus transmission from bison and elk to livestock or the frequency of 
brucellosis-induced abortions.” Clearly a sound scientific foundation to the DEIS is lacking. It 
appears that the DEIS, like the draft EA for the interim plan, is justifying this entire action by 
relying on a single study which was not conducted in the field nor did it mimic field conditions 
(Davis et al. 1990., J. Wildlife Diseases). Moreover, the study was conducted at an agricultural 
university facility with decided biases towards the livestock industry. 


A significant area where the NAS study and the DEIS differ is the NAS's recommendation that a 
bruceilosis program for wildlife in the GYA should be approached in an adaptive management 
framework where management and research are combined so that projects are specifically 
designed to reveal causal relationships between interventions and outcomes. Defenders agrees 
thal any proposed management plan uadertaken at this time should be linaited to an adaptive 
Management approach which incorporates an objective of minimizing risk transmission rather 
than attempts to achieve eradication. 


5. Meoatana's fear that APHIS will revoke its brucellesis-free status «+ v ufounded sad 
exaggerated. 


Any threat that APHIS will revoke the bruceliosis-free status of Montana because of bison is 
groundless because APHIS's policies and regulations apply only to livestock and inapplicable to 
wildlife. See Parker Land and Cattle Co, V. United States, 796 F. Supp. 477, 486 (D. Wy. 1992). 
APHIS does not have the statutory power to revoke Montana's brucellosis-(roe stats because of 
the presence of Yellowstone bison in the state. Even in the unlikely evemt that APHIS tres w 
exceed its regulatory powers by revoking Montana's brucellosis-free status, the impact to 
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Montana would be insignificant. In granting Montane its bruceliosis-free status, APHIS declared 
repeatedly that “the challenges in brucellosis status...will not affect marketing patterns and wil! 
not have a significant impact on those persons affected by this document.” 49 Fed. Reg. 3,978 
(February |, 1984), 50 Fed Reg. 10,493 (March 15, 1984), 50 Fed Reg. 23,939 (June 7, 1985) 
(granting brucellosis-free status to remaining counties and making identical insignificant impact 
findings). Montana's alleged fear that APHIS will revoke the entire state's brucellosis-free status 
is eatirely unwarranted because APHIS is fully capable of reciassifying limited portions of a state 
and is not required to reclassify all of Montana because of a perceived problem in one small 
portion of a state that holds a tiny fraction of the state's catthe. When APHIS reclassified 
Montana as a bruceijosis-free state in the mid- 1980s, it did so on a basis rather 
than reclassifying the entire state at once. See 49 Fed. Reg. 3,978 (February |, 1984); 49 Fed 
Reg. 45,111 (November 15, 1984), 50 Fed. Reg 10,493 (March 15, 1985), 50 Fed. Reg. 23,939 
(June 7, 1985). Montana's fear that APHIS will revoke its bruceilosis-free status is unfounded 
and, as APHIS's own analyses indicate, overblown. 


6. The DEIS inappropriatety allows the state of Montana to determine the definition of 
tow-risk bison. 


The DEIS allows Montana to reserve “the right to identify bison with a lower possibility of 
transmission according to such criteria as the state veterinarian and the Board of Livestock deem 
necessary to prevent brucellosis transmission from bison to cattle and to prevent import sanctions 
on Montana cattle by other states.” Given that the former state veterinarian has actively lobbied 
other states to make this a needlessly controversial issue and that the primary concern of the 
Montana Department of Livestock is cattle and aot free-roaming bison, we strongly oppose this 
provision. The State failed to adopt APHIS'’s low-risk definition during the winter of 1996/97 
despite the fact by the time APHIS issued the definition hundreds of bison had already been 
killed. After the definition was released, the DOL continued to unnecessarily kill bison bulls, 
yeartings, and calves and postparturient female bison. In fact, this very point is the open door by 
which Montana has abused its regulatory powers and now inappropriately influences wildlife 
management policies inside YNP, on adjacent public lands and other wild lands. 


7. Lead agencies failed to conduct or complete necessary research in key areas. 


The NEPA process was officially initiated in 1990 yet eight years later key critical studies that 
are instrumental in assessing the risk of disease transmission and in developing appropriate 
management strategies remain either uninitiated or incomplete. The National Academy of 
Sciences study states, “Current research and funding cannot be relied upon to sustain any long- 
term program effectively. As is evident from the science reviewed for this report, studies have 
been characterized by stop-and-go funding and elusive goals. Semple sizcs have been inadequate 
and studies have been of insufficient duration” Consequently, the DEIS is not based on a strong 
scientific foundation and many of the management actions proposed in the various alternatives 
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are not scientifically justifiable from » wildlife management perspective. They are based on 
unfounded fears and are promoted as necessary by biased parties which have no real interest in 
maintaining the free-roaming nature of Yeliowstone’s bison herd. 


The table found in Appendix D, Draft Bruceilosis/Bison/Elk Information Needs aad Research 
Topics, lends credence to the belief that simply not enough is known about the disease in bison. 
Of the 42 research needs and studies concerning bruceilosis, 22 are classified as high priority. Of 
the 22 classified as high priority, 8 are classified as ongoing, 2 as proposed, 4 as 
proposed/ongoing and 8 as no action. Interestingly, one of the most relevant rescarch necds, 
summarized as “Modes and risk of transmission under free-ranging conditions between bison and 
cattle by age and sex class and season,” is one of the high priority studies and for which no action 
has been taken. This latter point is ironic considering that threshold action is predicated on the 


& Curreat methed for bruceilosis testing over-estimates risk. 


The current method of screening infected versus unhealthy animals relies on a tes that only 
verifies exposure to oruceilosis as indicated by the presence or absence of brucellosis antibodies. 
The number of carriers or contagious animals is much smaller than the number of animals that 
carry antibodies. Furthermore, whereby killing all animals that have antibodies you might be 
killing animals that are resistant to brucellosis bacteria and therefore cannot pass on this 
resistance to offspring. 


Later on pages 148 and 149, there is a four paragraph discussion on B. abortus in Y cllowstone 
bison. Here the DEIS states that the serological tests used on bison in YNP were originally 
developed for use in cattle, in which the relationships between seroprevalence and presence of 
the bacteria is highly correlated but evidence that suggests that the relationship between 
seroprevalence and actual infection is not highly correlated in bison. The DEIS states that “The 
precise relationship between serological tests and presence of B. abortus bacteria is not we!l 
understood at this time.” This relationship could have been, and should have been, better 
examined by analyzing the results of management actions taken during the winter of 1996-97. 
Test results are still not available even though more than 13 months had passed from when the 
last bison was killed in April of 1997. The test results should be reviewed and incorporated in 
the FEIS. 


As mentioned above, many bison who test seropositive but show no symptoms of the disease 
might carry genes that give them resistance to the disease. Removal of these seropositive 
animals may act to remove these disease-resistant genes from the population. Moreover, current 
genetic theory would suggest that bison leaving the crowded conditions of the park might in fact 
be "pre-emergent dispersers” and as such be carrying the population's best genetic material out of 
the Park and out of the Yellowstone bison's gene pool. Such considerations that might impact 
bison health and vigor are nowhere mentioned in this document. We are disturbed that livestock 
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health 1s emphasized instead of the imtogrity of widlife populations and ecosystem composition 
and processes particularly an public lands. 


%. The Notional Part Service's mvebvement im certain propesed actions are in vicistion 
of the National Park Service Organic Act and the Yellowstone National Park Protection 
Act, and the DEIS us undaty and imapprepristely burdensome on NPS. 


Many of the ahernatives would violate the National Park Service Orgamic Act, 16 U.S.C. § |, 
because they direct NPS personnel to wap and send bason to slaughter rather than conserve them 
as required by law. They also would vioiate the Yellowstone National Park Protection Act, |6 

U S.C. § 26, because they provide for the trapping and shipment to slaughter of bison inside the 
park. National perks are meant to “conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and 
the widhfe theren ~ The primary goal of park management end any management pian that 
the Pack promotes should be to promote a free-ranging, seif-sustamming/Viable population of bison 
in Greater Yellowstone. Consequently, park resources and staff should not be used to preveni 
bison from roaming freely on public lands. 


ht is evidem im the DEIS that park policy and management u being driven by certain interests of 
the livestock industry. The alternatives are clearly not in the common interests of the American 
pubbc. In a ume of declining federal budgets, the National Park Service is beung made to 
shoulder a costly program which could oaly potentially benefit a few livestock growers and 
Private property owners near the park. h seems more reasonable that funding for this program 
should come from the Department of Agriculture and its chentele and not the Department of the 
imerior. 


1@. The DEIS is not tolerant enough of binen on public lands. Preference showid be 
gvea to hisea over cattle oe public lands. 


Because we believe that the source of much of the conflict between bison and cattle can be 
minimized by modifying livestock grazing on adjacent public lands, Defenders is disappointed to 
see that the DEIS advocates some modifications to grazing practices in only a! ernatives 2 and 7 
and possibly in phase two of alternative 3. It is our firm belief, and that of many others, that 
wildlife should have precedence over livestock on many, if aot most, public lands. This is 
particularly true of the Gallatin National Forest which provides important habitat for not only 
bison but a number of other species, «luding wolves and grizzlies. Modifications to public 
grazing allotments in the Gallatin National Forest sb ould be a high prority. 


The broad principles of National Forest Management Aci require that the FS roange the lands on 
principles of multiple use. therefore, they are required to take any measures that are reasonabic 
necessary to maintamn the “multiple-use” of the land The conditions that Defenders proposes arc 
necessary for bison (wildlife) to forage and have access to pubiic lands, thus are within a plain 
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reading of the statute. These conditions are further supported in umplemeating reguisnons. 


The FS is authorized to “[mJodify the terms and coadiuans of a permit to conform to current 
situations brought sbout by changes in ... management needs." 36 CFR 222.4 (7). Management 
needs, a3 defined by the statutory definition of * multuple-use,” plaanty mciude access to forage 
for bison. The FS can, “[mJodify the seasons of use, numbers, kind, and class of livestock 
allowed or the allotment to be used under the permit, because of a resource condition, or a 
permittees request” thus, FS is authorized to specify the tume that the cattle arc permitted on and 
off the allotment. Further, this provision states that the FS can control the “kind, and class” of 
cattle, allowing them to specify that the cattle are steers and have been vaccinated against 
brucellosis. This interpretation is bolstered by regulation 36 CFR 222.c)\viXA) which states 
that the PS shall prescribe, "[t}he amoumt and character of (...} livestock the permit holder shali 
be required to own." Clearly, when the FS has ability to define the “character” “class” and “kind” 
of the cattle, they have the ability to require that the permittee only graze vaccinated steer. in 
fact permits regularly state whether the cattle can be cow or steer. When these terms are 
considered with the objectives of the "multiple use” of public lands and the goals of diverse 
animal and plant communities, requiring vaccination, so thai the bison can freely range, is weil 
within the bounds of NFMA. 


Under NFMA's regulatory provisions” (36 CFR sec. 219.19 and 219.27), “Fish and wildlife 
habitat shal] be managed to maintain viable populations of existing native and desired aon-native 
vertebrate species in the planning area For planning purposes, a viable population shall be 
regarded as one which has the estimated numbers and distribuvon of reproductive individuals to 
ensure its conunued existence is well distributed in the plauming area...babital must be provided 
to support, at least, a minimaum pumber of reproductive individuals a..d that habitat must be weil 
distributed so that those individuals can interact in the planning arca. Section 219.27 requires 
that plant and animal diversity be preserved and enhanced by inapagement prescriptions, so that 
diversity “is at least as great as that which would be expected in a natural forest.” 


It. The DEIS ignores the stewardship responsibilities of reachers. 


Although cattlemen in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem are said to routinely vaccmate their 
female calves, the DEIS does not advocate mandatory vaccination presumably because the 
minimal expense would be borne by the rancher. In terms of cost-effectiveness, vaccination of 
cattle is an effective and inexpensive way to protect cattle from brucellosis. Not only would 
vaccination protect the livestock from transmission from bison, it would protect the herd from 
neighboring herds of cattle that may be infectious. If the ranching community and the DOL are 
so concerned with the threat of transmission from bison to cattle, the state should require 
vaccination of livestock in the GYA. 


12. Although the subject of a current, independent analysis, the possible impacts of 
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road and trail grooming for snowmobiles should be mere fully explained. 


Although we believe that the current research underway will reveal that road grooming 
significantly impacts bison distribution, the Citizen's Plan does not call for immediate changes in 
winter road grooming practices duc to the legal settlement that directs NPS to prepare a new 
winter use plan and EJS. The Plan states that changes in winter road grooming practices will be 
made if the research shows they are warranted. However, even though Defenders advocates 
waiting until the EIS is completed, the DEIS should have provided more discussion on the 
current research which does indicate that road grooming ior snowmobile use is a potentially 
significant factor in bison vvinter distribution. Some of the most extensive studies to date on this 
issue, including Mary Meagner s (993 draft report Winter Recreation-Induced Changes in 
Bison Numbers and Distribution in Yellowstone National Park, are not cited in the DEIS. We 
encourage the lead agencies o> te EA to lend more credence to this research and implement its 
findings more fully in future NEPA documents. 


We were not pleased with the draft EA issued last year on the Temporary Closure of a Winter 
Road for the Yellowstone Region because it provided very poor documentation of the impacts 
to wildlife resources from winter recreational use in Yellowstone and because it over 
emphasized the economic impacts of the snowmobile industry. Critically lacking from the EA 
was a detailed explanation as t why road closures were being sought. The EA failed to 
adequately analyze the relationship between proposed road closings and the impacts on wildlife 
movement and migrations. We hope that future NEPA documents on this issue provide more 
balanced information. 


13. Bison hunting as outlined in the alternatives could he more extensive than is 
necessary and inappropriate. 


Uulizing sport hunting as a principal means of controiling bison distribution and herd size is not 
appropriate. Although the Citizens’ Plan utilizes a regulated harvest allowed under certain 
conditions, hunting of bison should be severely restricted. Defenders believes that hunting as 
described in the DEIS is not plausible because it would lead to conditions similar to those which 
occurred in 1985 when Montana implemented a public hunt season on bison. 


14. The impacts on declining, threatened and endangered species were dismissed. 


Although the DEIS provides greater documentation of the impacts to other wildlife species than 
the draft EA, we remain concerned that the anticipated impacts to certain species are being 
dismissed. The importance of bison carcasses to emerging grizzly bears in the spring was 
covered but we believe the impacts were minimized. We also believe the potential impacts to 
pronghorn are greater due to the proposed management activities in Reese Creek. 
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15. The economic importance of Montana’s livestock industry is not reviewed in the 
proper context. 


DEIS discusses extensively the economic concerns and economic value of the cattle industry in 
the GY! but fails to adequately document the economic value of free-ranging wildlife to the 
state of Montana. The DEIS overestimates the value of the livestock industry by including 
general agricultural statistics which include revenues generated from crops. sheep and poultry. 
At the same time, the DEIS fails to accurately estimate the importance of revenue generated from 
expenditures of resident and non-resident tourists and hunters. 


According to statistics from the Montana Department of Labor and Industry, U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, agricultural production has been declining consistently from 1986-1996. It 
is projected in 2006 to be about half of what it was in 1986. An analysis of state statistics 
pertaining to projected job growth of nearly 650 occupations from 1996 to 2006 reveals that 
“general farm and ranch workers" and “farm ranch managers/operators” came in last with 
projected job losses of 12.87% and 13% respectively. More specifically, the statistics project 
a loss of 1,732 farm and ranch worker jobs (13,453-11,721) jobs between 1996 and 2006 and 
a similar projected loss in the category of farm and ranch managers/operators with a decline 
from 13,422 jobs in 1996 to 11,677 jobs. A review by the Congressional Research Service 
shows that only 3.6% of the commercial employment based on 7 NF in the GYE is attributable to 
livestock operations. 


Some studies have shown that without public lands ranching, net incomes would probably 
increase for most rural economies. For example, in Idaho, hunters and fishers pay 15 times more 
for hunting and fishing licenses than all ranchers on BLM and FS ranch land in the state (1/4 of 
the state) pay in federal grazing fees. Without degradation of game animal habitat and attrition 
from ranchers, game animals populations in [D would soar. Because public lands ranches cover 
an average of more than 12,000 acres each, local rural economies are usually affected by only 
several to a score or so public lands ranching operations. Therefore, even ii their contributions 
outweighed their detriments, the benefits could hardly be significant. 


In light of the fact that agriculture is a declining industry within the state and that the FS receives 
minimal revenues from the handful of public lands grazing allotments in the Gallatin National 
Forest, Defenders would like the economic benefits derived from non-agricultural industries to 
be presented in the proper context in the final document. 


16 The DEIS lacks a true Ne Action alternative and has devised an arbitrary and 
capricious baseline. 

We are dismayed that the DEIS proposes the highly controversial interim plan as its NEPA 
required No-Action alternative. This is particularly disturbing because the No Action alternative 
would implement the Interim Plan without adopting the subsequent adjustments to the plan made 
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in late 1997 which were issued in response to the plan's unanticipated surpassing of the historical 
kill figure. It is disturbing that the DEIS considers the controversial and lethal interum plan as 
the No Action alternative given the NPS's natural regulation mandate. Can the agencies consider 
this plan as an acceptable or viable alternative with the knowledge that |,123 bison — nearly 
twice the historical high of amy previous year — died as a result of that plan’s implementation? 
The drafting team was aware from the public comment process on the EA that, with the 
exception of the Montana and Wyoming Stock growers Associations, every single non- 
governmental organization that commented rejected alternative one (the Interim Plan). 
Furthermore, the legality of the interim pian is currently being challenged. If it is found to be 
illegal, then we believe the DEIS must be rewritten to include a true No Action alternative and 
the interim plan must be deleted as an alternative. 


17. The role of each of the involved agencies is unclear. 


Defenders recognizes the neod for interagency cooperation but we are uncertain as to what 
exactly is the role of the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks under any of the 
objectives. Ln contrast, one of our most serious concerns is the continued role of the Montana 
Department of Livestock as the lead stete agency responsible for bison management outside the 
park. The DOL’s control of bison presents a conflict of interest and it is apparent from their 
history in this issue that they do not have the expertise nor the interest in preserving 
Yellowstone's bison herd according to the desires of most citizens. We strongly advise that their 
role be limited to private lands and that the control of bison outside the park on federal lands be 
returned to the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. 


18. —_ Bison popalation numbers. 


The DEIS states that a minim viable bison population for YNP may not be possible to define yet 
it cites unpublished research on a private bison herd that suggests 580 bison and a normal 
population sex and age structure are required to ensure random intermixing of breeding animals 
and avoid significant inbreeding. Although the DEIS also states that none of the alternatives 
intended to reduce the herd to that level and that in all alternatives, lethal control measures would 
cease well before the herd had been reduced to 580, we are concerned that this minimum 
population level has been referenced in the DEIS. Defenders recommends that a more formal 
minimum population viability analysis be conducted and that this reference to 580 bison be 
deleted from the EIS until the research has ben completed and reviewed. 


B. The need for a Citizens’ Plan 


The first sentence of the preferred alternative states, ‘This alternative, like others evaluated in 
this environmental impact statement, involves many unknowns and assumptions about the future 
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conditions and available tools to manage bison population.” These unknowns and assumptions 
include: vaccination, land acquisition, a quarantine facility; state approval of SMAs; readoption 
of a hunting season; and determination of low-risk bison by the state of Montana. Too many of 
the key management tools utilized in the Preferred Alternative are of unknown siatus or require 
approval of the state of Montana and therefore the effectiveness of the Preferred Alternative 
cannot be estimated with any reasonable degree of certainty. This is one reason the Citizens’ 
Plan was drafted -- to address the many unknown factors of the Preferred Alternative and to 
provide more specific information on how some of its management actions should be refined and 
implemented. 


1. Key points of the Citizens’ Plan: 

The Citizens’ Plan, unlike the government plan, does not assume that future conflict is inevitable 
and that killing buffalo should be the primary strategy for resolving conflict. Instead, through 
‘and management changes and oversight by wildlife professionals it strives to reduce conflict, 
killing of buffalo and erosion of Yellowstone's values. 

The plan specifically would: 

. Maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstouc National Park; 


. Return management of the buffalo outside the Park to the Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks; 


. Create a special management area outside the park where buffalo can survive harsh 
winters, 


. Develop scientific buffalo population goals for this special management area and 
maintain minimum herd sizes below which the herd could not be reduced; 


. Use traditional wildlife management tools -- relocating buffalo to Indian reservations or 
public lands, and using a regulated harvest. These tools would be used only when 
population limits are exceeded on lands outside the park, or when private property or 
human safety are threatened, 

. Restrict buffalo from private iands if private property or human safety are threatened, 

> Emphasize acquisition of key winter range from willing sellers through purchase or 
conservation easement, and create incentives that would encourage landowners to modify 
livestock operations to increase winter foraging opportunities for buffalo outside the park. 

. Establish an interagency tribal-public cooperative management team of wildlife 
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professionals to assist in determining buffalo management outside the park, 


. Recommend mandatory vaccination of cattle within and immediately adjacent to the 
special management area: 


, Allow vaccination of buffalo within the special management area, but only when two 
standards are achieved. First, the vaccine must be safe and effective for buffalo. Second, 
the vaccine must be administered in a non-intrusive manner, 


. Establish a voluntary program to compensate landowners for damage to fences and other 
permanent structures caused by natural buffalo migrations; 


° Support more research on brucellosis in wildlife and risk management options. 


° Support future changes in winter road-grooming practices if research shows that current 
practices are harming buffalo. Such changes would be implemented only after 
appropriate environmental analysis and public comment. 


2. Defenders’ additional recommendations to the Citizens’ Plan: 


The Citizens’ Plan advocates that a quarantine facility be constructed in Montana, Wyoming or 
Idaho. Assuming that APHIS modifies regulations to allow for the facility to be located outside 
the immediate or adjacent area of the park, Defenders’ preference is to construct the facility at 
the Fort Belknap Reservation in Montana. This location, with operation by the Gros Ventre and 
Assiniboine tribes of Fort Belknap and their Fish and Wildlife staff, is appropriate for a number 
of reasons: the tribes’ expertise in bison managemeni and quarantine facilities; proximity to 
Yellowstone National Park and lands where bison would eventually be relocated to; and Fort 
Belknap's detailed comprehensive management plan for a bison health certification facility 
which outlines the specifics of the building, its operation, costs and oversights. The goals of a 
bison health certification facility at Fort Belknap would be 1) to provide a publicly acceptable 
alternative to slaughter for serologic negative bison; 2) to make surplus Yellowstone bison 
available for restoration to ranges where they have been absent since the turn of the century; and 
3) to make the Yellowstone bison gene pool available to herds outside Yellowstone National 
Park. For these reasons, we encourage the agencies to examine the Fort Belknap Reservation as a 
possible location in any future NEPA documents concerning Yellowstone bison. 


The Citizens’ Plan advocates an “appropriate, regulated harvest” of excess bison. Defenders 
interpretation of this specific wording is that the hunt be open only to Native Americans under 
very specific conditions. These conditions would occur when the population range of bison is at 
its upper limit and bison are located in remote and rugged terrain and approaching the border of 
the SMA near private lands. We believe that a hunt operated under such conditions and only by 
Native Americans would minimize the controversial use of hunting as a management tool. 
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E. Defenders' Key Recommendations 
Defenders specifically recommends that the agencies: 


° recognize that this DEIS deals with public resources on federal lands and that they are 
therefore compelled to consider the full range of public comments, 


. remember that Yellowstone National Park and the surrounding public lands and wildlife 
are public treasures and make the broadest effort to solicit public input on all 
environmental! impacts 


* conduct analyses and make recommendations that acknowledge and protect the fullest 
range of public interests including Native Americans, tourism and tourism related 
industries, conservationists, and the American tax-payers who pay to have these resources 
held in trust; 


° use the best science available to consider management options and look diligently for 
alternative and non-lethal solutions, both inside and outside the Park, to this situation; 


* conduct a forma! risk analysis on brucellosis transmission between wildlife and livestock; 


* fully consider and document al] economic impacts including the cost of the program to all 
agencies and industries and thoroughly compare those costs to the potential economic 
risks to local ranchers including but not limited to revocation of public lands grazing 
leases in areas with brucellosis infected wildlife; 


” encourage the agencies to work with the GYIBC, the conservation community and the 
livestock industry to revise the protocol so it less restrictive, intrusive, time-intensive and 
costly; 


* encourage APHIS to revise regulations regarding the acceptable locations for the 
quarantine facility so it can be constructed outside the GYA. 


* strengthen the commitment to Native Americans in receiving live bison, particular 
through the construction of a quarantine facility at Fort Belknap Reservation; and 


* adopt the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo and utilize an adaptive 
management approach. 
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F. Concluding remarks: DORIS DAY ANIMAL LEAGUE 


In response to the Yellowstone bison-brucellosis controversy, the agencies have produced a 
series of troubling and ineffective interim management plans and it appears the agencies are now 


° : . Beard of Directors 
headed in the direction of adopting an equally problematic final plan. It is evident from the range October 27, 1998 
of alternatives offered in the DEIS that the lead agencies fail to understand the cultural, aesthetic, yma a 
and natural resource values of free-ranging bison to the American public, especially Native . 
Americans. In light of the anticipated overwhelming opposition to this plan, Defenders ——— |. 
encourages the drafting team and decision makers to bring the public into this process and either eae peme Sinners San SS Se —oe 
adopt the Citizens’ Plan as the preferred alternative or start the process over. Holly Hazard P.O) Box 25287 ‘ 
Executive Director — 

Defenders of Wildlife thanks the National Park Service and other involved agencies for an ——n ee oe 
opportunity to comment on the DETS and we trust that the concerns of our staff, members, and 
the environmental community will be fully considered and explored in subsequent drafts or the ate To Whom It May Concern: 
final document. Advisory Members 

, fae Beard On behalf of the 277,000 members and supporters of the Doris Day Animal 
Sincerely, Bob Hope League, we offer our strongest possible objection to the Draft Environmental! 


7 gue McClanahan Mpact Statement (DEIS) published by the Nationa! Park Service and the State 
of Montana, and our strongest possible support for The Bison Alternative 
Robert M. Ferris Martina Navraulova = Hrepared by The Fund for Animals, Inc. 
Director, Species Conservation Division 
Director As you know, over 3,000 Yellowstone bison have been killed by state and 
federal officials since 1985 at the behest of local cattle ranchers who fear these 
animals might transmit brucellosis to domestic livestock, despite the fact that 
Geserai Coenen 4s there: has never been a documented case of such an occurrence in the wild. 
James O. Hessinges.. == The recently completed DEIS perpetuates these scientifically unfounded fears 
by recommending that the Yellowstone bison herd be “managed” within 
arbitrarily selected limits—rather than by those set by more efficient natural 
factors—using methods which include continued needless deaths by 
slaughter and shooting. 


A more objective and effective plan than that endorsed by ranchers and the 
livestock industry would call for the humane management of cattle grazing 
on public and private lands surrounding Yellowstone National Park. This 
would entail the removal or reduction of cattle (particularly breeding 
animals) from problematic areas, as well as mandatory vaccination against 
brucellosis for all those remaining. Federal and state agencies should strive to 
increase the protected winter range for Yellowstone's bison by legally 
acquiring as much adjacent private land as possible. Finally, despite the 
emphasis the DEIS places on controlling bison rather than nearby ranchers’ 
cattle, the National Park Service has consistently refrained from endorsing 
the one form of bison herd manipulation with the most promise for 
humanely reducing the number of animals who wander off park property: 
the immediate closing of Yellowstone’s groomed snowmobile trails. These 
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trails are actually exacerbating the problem of unwanted bison migration, and 
they should be the first casualty in any plan to protect either bison or cattle. 


In the minds of many people the bison of Yellowstone National Park are as 
much a symbol of our national identity as the bald eagle. To have these 
majestic wild animals herded, quarantined, vaccinated or shipped off to 
slaughter like domestic cattle is totally inappropriate and ill-advised. The 
only thing less acceptable is the continued practice of allowing “hunters” to 
walk up to these unsuspecting animals and gun them down from nearly 
point blank range. 


The Doris Day Animal League urges the National Park Service to adopt a 
more sciertifically valid, humane and fair management program, such as 
that suggested in The Fund for Animals’ Bison Alternative, and to pursue a 
policy that will protect the Yellowstone bison both for their own sakes and as 
part of the living legacy of America’s natural heritage. 


Sincerely, 


Richard De Angelis 
Director of Communications 


Oral testimony provided at the Sheraton Palace Hote! 


September 23, 1998 


Comment No. 15214a 
Mark J. Palmer 
Earth Isiand lustitute 


My name is Mark J. Palmer. And I'm director of Wildlife Live, a project for island Institute here 
a 


To start out with, | have deep concerns about the proposals that are before us in the 
Environmental Impact Statement. We are opposed to the preferrer! alternative by the National 
Park Service and the other groups that put together this agreement. And | have concerns with the 
way that the impact statement itself has been put together. 


I think there are a number of questionable items that make this particular document inadequate 
under the terms of the National Environmental Policy Act. In particular, Alternative 2, for 

example, minima) management, talks about maintaining a free-roaming herd of bison, and then 
goes on to explain how they are going to keep those bison specifically from being free-roaming. 


It seems to be a contradiction in terms and there is not an alternative provided in this document 
as far as | can teil that would provide for a truly wild bison population that is not manipulated in 
any way for the purpores of maintaining the cattle industry or any other industry. [t secms to me 
the purpose of protection of wildlife, the purpose of the National Park Service, is being 
somewhai degraded by these proposals in that free-roaming wildlife populations which we are 
trying to restore in California. We have made a great deal of ¢ Tort to restore the tule elk and 
other elk species. We are making efforts to restore sheep herds and antelope herds and had some 
success along those lines, however, here we have the last free roaming herd of bison in the entire 
United States, which is rather pathetic when you think of the extent of the origmal population of 
bison that occurred in North America. And to only have this one herd and find out that it's 
already being managed into some kind of circus animal in order to maintain the cattle industry 
which obviously is thriving in Montana, strikes me as a misuse of public resources in order to 
benefit a private corporate concern. 


And I think the Cattlemen's Association, which has done such a wonderful job of the Oprah 
Winfrey trial, 1s going to find itself on the horns of a dilemma here, if indeed the pudlic decides 
they would rather have bison than beef. If that's the choice before us, which | don't think that is 
the choice, but if that's the choice that's presented to us by the interagency group, if this plan 
does indeed go forward, | think you will see the pubhc prefers bison and that the cattle industry 
will suffer accordingly. 


I would like to strongly urge that this Environmental Impact Statement be revised to indeed put 
forward an alternative that the general public can support the truly free-roaming wild population 
of bison, wild and left alone in the wild of Yellowstone and to indeed have a cattle industry 

accommodate the bison rather than the other way around. For too long we have had the wildlife 
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of this country pay the price for compromise, and i\'s time now that the public and industry pay 
that price instead. 


One other quick item, I haven't looked through here in ¢et. —°o I'm not sure if the issue comes 
up, but I would like to address the issue of funding If... «ze going to undertake a 
management plan for bison to benefit private mdustry, it is my opinion that public money should 
not be used to promote that private industry, but indeed private industry should be paying the 
price. I'm not sure if that's addressed adequately im this document. | don’t believe it is. | think the 
suggestion is that the government do all this wonderful work at taxpayer expense for the nice 
people in the cattle industry, and | thik that's inappropriate. Thank you very much for listening 
to my comments and considering them. | would like them added to the record, and I will be 
following up with written comments. 


Sb 


Veronica Eady 

Lisa Faithorn, Ph.D 

Michae! Hathaway 

John A. Knox 

David Philbps - Qu¢hoe 
Susan M. Rex’ 

Peter Winkler 


Executive Directors 


John A. Knox 


Devad Philips 


EARTH ISLAND INSTITUTE 


STATEMENT OF EARTH ISLAND INSTITUTE ON THE 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON THE 
MANAGEMENT OF YELLOWSTONE'S BISON 


Or. behalf of the national and wternslonal membershup of E arth isiand 
Inststute, | submut the following vestumany on the Draft Envirorenenta! Lmpact 
Statement (EIS) for buon management w Y cilowstons Natrona! Park and 
Montana. 


Though the EIS wes m preparation for over aght years, the draft document 
provides no reasonable or rational alternative for the management of these 
maguficent marnnais. Lostead of basing ds bison management strstepes on 
sound sciegoa, politics and paranoia appear to be driving the agency's 
decisions There is little, of any, soentific evidence to demorstrate that bon 
pose a threat of bactena transmission to domesnc livestock. Indeed. there has 
never been a documented case of buon transmitting Brucella abortus to 
domestic lvestook under oatural condimons. Moreover, recent scientific 
research reveals that the nak of transmusson, of any risk exists. « extremely 
rormote and doesn't justafy the emphans on lethal bison contro! wtuch » the 
cornerstone of the preferred alternative im the EIS 


Earth Leland insutute rejects the preferred alternative and other alternatives 
offered in the E1S because each alternative emphasizes management of nson 
instead of cattle Al! the evndence suggests that cattle were orginally 
responsible for wtroducing Brucella abortus mito Yellowstone s bison 
population. Despite thes fact, since 1985 when bison began to crmgrate from 
Yellowstone wn larger sumbers, the livestock undustry has not done anything \o 
help resolve thus msuc. Instead, for over a decade, the |ivestock industry has 
been responsible for the slaughter of over 3.000 Yellowstone bison based on 
thew unsubstantiated speculabon that bison represents a threat of bacterna 
tansmusmon to Livestock 


The E'S contrnwes to focus on bison instead of cattle. Thas is a fundarnents! 
flav in the manegemem strateges agreed to by the agencies Since the 
livestock industry = the principe! group who have expressed concern over 
em g wing bison we believe that management efforts should emphasize 
changes in caftle managernent instead of targeting Yellowstone's bison By 
closung grazing allotments, modifying cattle grazing on private lands, and 
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requanng the vacemsvion af al! cattle un the Greater Yeilowstone Loosystern the exasting insignificant 
nsk of bectena transmusmon can be reduced ewn furber 


The Natonal Park Service also has 2 renporsibuity to asset wn reduang the perosved nsk of bacteria 
taamrusson To do thes the Park Service must reciscover its natural regulation mandate and close 
Yellowstone to snowmobiles |i = mcueputabie thet ra) grourung snd mow=zotaic use has 
contnbuted to changes m bwce movers. dstnbuboa, heb:‘at use, end popuisuon ¢ynarmns As the 
Park Service cocondes mi the E]S bteson usc of these wast hes mcreased buon: aamgraton fram the 
Park where they are siaughtered The ecologea! unpacts of sucwmobuca extend beyond byson to 
affect other park wildlife, aw and weter quality vegetat»on. and other park wera. Yellowstone 15 not 
Drancyiand and « true for snowmobiles to go. 


Elermneting snowmobiles fromm Y ellowstonc and focunme management efforts on cattle wnwstead of 
bwon are the cornerstones of The Buson Alternative: Thee Aarnatsve wes crested in responses tc th: 
wnacceptable and neppr priate alternatives im the EIS by a wildidfe bologst who has extensive 
knowtedge of ban aad trucelicsss In addivon \o addressumg movrwmobiie uses in ths Park and 
epphasuing changes ws cattle management. The Buon Albrnative rejects the capture, tenting and 
sisughter of Y cilowstone's buson. the development anc usc of a bisun quarantine facibty, the 
vecownstice of bison, and the reestabietencat of » puduc bust of these anumals Capture. test. and 
slaughter » unneceesa-y end mhumane Quarsntms and veccwaisce art tools demgned to be used m 
the management of domestic Livestock not mudife Aad, sport hustuny has no piace in the 
management of these eramals who have litte fear of humans Earth island insutute strongly supports 
The Bison Alternative and encourage: ibe agencies to adopt and unplem-rd ths alernative to end the 
slaughter and rrusmanagemnent of Yellowstone's bron. 


instead of adopting sumiar stretegqpes to bumenciy and senssbly end the controversy surrounding the 
managernem of Y cilowstone bison. the proposed solutions outiined =: the EJS will serve only to extend 
bunting. and vaccinstion are not, gven the scientific evidence, soceptable or appropriate solutions to 
tus issue Moreover the agenc:es propora! to mamtam Y ellowstone 's bon population between 
1,700 and 2.500 annals w not support: by any scientific evudence Indeed, these numbers are 
erturely arbitrary 


Earth Island Inatstute demands that the agencies abandon ther contumuing efforts | xe and 
unplement new techreques to destroy bison in favor of more effective. less costly, © = umane, and 
roore scientifically valid strateges to protect these rymbois of the Ameancan west 


Yell - Nedas 


Bison Public EIS Comment 


Name: Rev Aynne Monson 
Orgenizaton: EarthWelt Spwtusl Ministry 
Acces: 

es 
—< 
Comment: 


These snimais are not the cause of the rancher's protien it is, in fact, Gue to the introduction of 
Calle that the buffalo even carry brucetosus. To simply sleugiier the enimeis. wher an alemetive 
has been offered by the Native inbes is berbenc. Let them be tested and the tribes take them Let 
us try end make sure Somethung is Still Alive for Our Future. 


rr 
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EAST ASCENSION SPORTSMAN’S LEAGUE, INC. _ 


Oral testimony provided at the Gardiner Schoo! I J. 29. 1998 


Ms. Sarah Bransom 
, Bison M Plan, DSC-RP | Commeat Ne. 15150 
P.O. Box 25287 | Megbao Fay 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 The Ecology Center 
Date: Oct. 26, 1998 | I'm here today representing the Ecology Center We're based in EB and ('m also 
a resident of Livingston. 
Dear Ms. Bransom; 


I've spent a lot of time with buffalo. I've gone to the front lines of this campaign. I've watched 


The Bast Ascensior Sportsman's League, Inc. is a conservation organization based in Asceasion parish them slaughtered. I'vc watched them being treated unfairly, and it's really gotten to me. That's 


Lowsiana, mauttauung a current membershup of approxumaicly 4 ) dues-paymg sportsmen and women. onc of the main reasons I'm here today to help protect them, whether it's through law-making 
We are deeply concemed by what we've heard reyarding the needless and wasteful slaughter of wild | decisions or on the front lines. I'm putting my body in front of them so they won't get sbot. 
Amencan bison which migrate from Yellowstone National Park onto adjacent public lands m search of | 

food dunng the water months. Buffalo have always roamed Yellowstone National Park undisturbed, and it's the largest and 
We understand that some of Yellowstone's bison are infected with brucellosis and the justificanon for most free-ranging population in the U.S. 

kalhng th © that migrate across park boundanes is to protect domestic cattle from becomung infected. 

gn ee a 7 The Montana Department of Livestock has been in charge for too long. Their inhumane 
deemed 1, eave has never bean a single ¢ | case of wild bufilhlo infection cattle treatment causes injuncs to the buffalo and sometimes death while being handled and 


with bracell transporicd. Continuing the Department of Livestock's management of buffalo will eventually 
' domesticate them, killing off the oldcst remaining populations of wild buffalo. 
2. Why are ai! buffalo bemg kilied if only a portion of the herd is footed? 


3 Why are Yellowstone's buffalo being killed whule it’s clk herd, winch is mmuch larger and is also The Yellowstonc buffalo are wild and should be treated like all other wildlife in the greater 
partially infected with brucellosis, is allowed to roam freely outside the park? Are the clk next” Ycllowstone ccosystem. Having the buffalo continuc to be managed by the DOL is a serous 
sw believe that native wildlide tn tanta chant bone tesiay than conflict of interest. The management noods to be turned back over to the Montana Department of 

a ome eens Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. The buffalo need to be treated and classified as wikllife in the state of 
5. Why don't the cattle owners sumply vaccinate their stock for brucellosis’ 
6 Our mesnbers want wildlife management based on science - not pohtics. They also want wild, free- The DEIS will look at plans that have minimal impacts un buffalo and other wildlife. If the 
roaming buffalo (and clk) im Yellowstone National Park and on adjacent public lands. | Yellowstone buffalo are to remain a dynamic population, then protective measurcs need o be 
For these reasons we are opposed to the “Preferred Alternative’ which has been recommended by the taken that ensure that the herd's wildness 1s protected 
state of Montana and the federal government. We instead support the “Citizens | Plan 10 Save 
Yellowstone Buffalo’, winch has been endorsed by the National Wildlife Federation, the Inter-Tnbal If the purpose of the DEIS 1s to address the risk of brucellosis transmission, they need to stop 
Bison Cooperative, and others. We hope your team will consider supporting this plan as well | focusing on buffalo and address all species that carry this discase. 


Using quarantine facittics is at odds with the DEIS's stated purpose of ma:ntaining a wild bison 
herd. The interagency tcam even dcfined wild bison herds as onc thai 1s routinely handled by 


Sincerely, | 
. m o . J humans. This gocs against management technuqucs which the government proposes. 
ye 4 %G | The interagency buffalo management tcam thinks that the quarantine of Yellowstone buffalo will 
only affect individual buffalo Not true. The whole herd will be affected. Some buffalo will be 
held in quarantine for up to four years, breaking their wild spirit. 


Jodie M. Singer, President 


cc’ Honorable Members of Louisiana's Congressional Delegation 
National Wildlife Federation 
Louisiana Wildlife Federation 


Affiliated with Louisiana Wildlife Federation 
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The State of Montana claims that quarantine will be one of its disease-management tools. The 
reality for buffalo is to ensure that buffalo do not 10am free so they won't cause problems for 
livestock grazing on public lands or un the park. It will be nothing more than a feedlot. 


Pian B is an alternative that we support in the Ecology Center. It treats them as wildlife, puts 
them under thc management of wildlife, and gives the buffalo pnonty over caitle on public lands. 
This plan will ensure that the future of the herd, as the nation's last remamung froc-roaming herd, 
is not put in jeopardy. This is not jusi a plan to compromisc and waich the cattle once again win 
the battle over wildlife. Plan B will not allow any killing or containing of the buffalo; will allow 
them to run frecly in the greater Ycllowstonc ccosystcm, docs not limit the si7¢ or the movement 
of the herd, is based on science, not politics, advocates scientific nsk management, respects the 
cultural concerns of Native Amencans with strong tes to buffalo; insists on taking only those 
actions to demonsiraic 1! to be cost effective; ensures that the buffalo reccive preference over 
hvestock on public lands, if there is a complaint, it will remove the livestock, not the buffalo 
from these areas, modifies Montana's zero tolerance policy to onc of disease management, and 
adopts scientific -based levels of nsk. 


I'm pretty young, and | prohably don't know as much as anybody else here in this room, but | feel 
the buffalo mean a lot to me and to my future and my children's future and my grandchuldren's 
future. | hope you'll pick Plan B. 


Oral testimony provided at the Colonial Inn, Eon July 27, 1998. 


Comment No, 15254 
Meghan Fay 
The Ecology Ceater 


My name is Meghan Fay and I'm representing the Ecology Center today. First of all, I'd just like 
to say I've spent about two winters down in Yellowstone. I'm originally from Livingston, 
Montana. I've watched these creatures be treated so badly, it was really depressing. I've cried a 
lot over it at night and it's really sad that we actually can treat wild animals like this. We don't 
even treat each other like that. We would never put cach other in capture facilities and we'd 
never separate our children from mothers, and we actually allowed that to happen with these 
buffalo and it's not right. So with that, I'd just like to read what I have written up. 


Buffalo have always roamed Yellowstone National Park undisturbed and this is the largest and 
oldest free-ranging population of buffalo in the United States. The Montana Department of 
Livestock has been the main authonty in charge of the management of Yellowstone buffalo for 
too long. With the management techniques that DOL uses, the buffalo have been captured, 
corralled, shocked with cattle prongs and loaded on trucks to be taken to slaughter houses. This 
inhuman treatment causes injuries to the buffalo and sometimes death while being handled and 
transferred. 


Continuing the DOL's management of buffalo will eventually domesticate them, killing off the 
oldest remaining populations of wildlife left. The Yellowstone buffalo are wildlife and should 
be treated like all other wildlife in the Greater Yellowstone ecosystem. The DEIS states that in 
each alternative the buffalo will be continued to be managed by the DOL at serious conflict of 
interest. The management needs to be tumed back over to the Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildiife and Parks. The buffalo need to be treated and classified as wildlife in the state of 
Montana. 


The DEIS must look at plans that have minimal impacts on buffalo and other wildlife. If the 
Yellowstone buffalo are to remain a dynamic population, then protective measures need to be 
taken to ensure the herd’s volume is protected. 


If the interagency DEIS team truly believes that their plan would be likely to adversely affect the 
grizzly bear, then they should request a formal consultation from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service. The proposed buffalo management project is located within the greater bear recovery 
zone. The area is located almost entirely within management area and Management Situation |, 
which contains grizzly population centers. | just think that cach of the alternatives are going to 
affect the grizzly bear population. I don't think the DEIS has even looked at what is going to 
happen to these griz and also the trumpeter swan. There is a tiny little paragraph on what's going 
to happen to the trumpeters, so it's not a big thing. | think the whole thing needs to be taken back 
to the drawing board to see how it's going to affect other wildlife species in the Greater 
Yellowstone ecosystem. 


SUOYNINSU] JDUOIIDINPT puv uoynziuvsi-C 


002 


15254 contd. 


So with that, | strongly support Plan B, which is supported by wildlife biologists and 
veterinarians across the U.S., and | hope that the interagency team will take that into 
consideration. 


November 2, 1998. 


a! Management Pi 
ison t Plan 
psc” 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


I would like to thank you for this opportunity to submit my comments on behaif of the Ecology 
Nennety Bm ey ty ) for the Inter-Agency Bison 
Management Plan for the state of Montana and Yellowstone National Park. 


The Ecology Center, through its analysis of the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the State 
of Montana and Ycllowstone National Park ( released June 5), has concluded that the DEIS is 
fatally flawed. Veseraanetiny, Gin tans eqpnaite Cite © Seeman (copes Sarees, National 
Park Service and the Animal Plant and —~ —+ -7:~) quae 4 Cooperating agency), 
chose .o prefer a harsh management plan that jeopardizes the 


First off, our criticism centers around basic issues of noncompliance with NEPA: 


e the DEIS s failure to properly address purpose and need: 
© lack of atrue no-action alternative ; 
© lack of presentation of the full range of reasonable alternatives. 


The DEIS s alternatives all are unacceptable because they all: 


© restrict bison from their traditional habitat and winter range; 

© contain extreme management techniques that uhimately will result in the domestication of this 

® serve to placate the cattle industry s single-minded drive to decimate the bison--an animal they 
see as symbolic of everything wrong with the federal government. 

Our criticisms extend to other issues: 


e the plan » mhumane treatment of bison--treating them as livestock, not wildlife: 

® expense --the DEIS throws millions of dollars at a problem, that could be addressed by much 
more cost effective means, created by the cattle, and will further grease the welfare cowboys 
pockets at the expense of the bison and the taxpayer; 

e tack of conclusive research surrounding the brucellosis issue. There has been no risk 
assessment or cost benefit analysis completed by the DEIS Inter-Agency Team. 


© impacts on threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, and other wildlife. 
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Please look through the following material that expands on our criticisms of the DEIS. Our hope 
is that the DEIS s authors will return to the drawing board and write a final EIS and an Alternative 
that the public wil) support, and the courts uphold--a Plan that puts the interests of the bison first. 


We currently support the of an Alternative that i the elemeats of Plan B, 
des betfalo's ARtoumive. ‘hia Linernutive o aut inceded ta ten but is in compliance with 
the and need of the DEIS unlike the other alternatives. The Ecology Center requests the 


Senageg ene t Gnep 0 CPS Se Os Secnenin AS 5 @ on cieeeative, end 
to keep the public comment period open to fully consider this ive. 


We need all the support we can get to ensure that the future of the Yellowstone bison will remain 
the wild free-ranging herd for generations to come. 


Sincerely, 


Ecosystem pores 


The + a DEIS does note adequately fit 

purpose is note y fit the actions proposed. The purpose i 
stated to opm ae en ap Li py heme ad ge vy align nena . 
would not be maintauned. The bison 1 be domesticated and their 


also 
their migration patterns that they have one another each winter. Separating the bison is 
ing to Cause irreversible effects and the Yellowstone bison will never be the same. Bison are 
arumais that rely on one another for and comfort, placing them in facilities for a penod 
of years is unacceptable. These bison are wild animals and do not ¢ to be treated as 


of the alternatives being considered in the DEIS. This is also true for holding bison in capture 
facilities to be later returned ‘o the park. The stress that capture facilines causes bison is high, they 
have been documented to gore and badly wound one another or die in the process. If quarantine 
Sonias 60 StS GRD WES NEE aD eC OCn een we Senay 
there are going to be many more instances of death and injury in capovity. management 
alternatives threaten one of the last wild bison herds in the United . 


The Department of Livestock has been documented this last Spring hazing the bison off Horse 
Butte by the use of helicopter, horses, and ATV s. This operation caused high impact on the 
environment, including bald Nesting areas, and had adverse impacts on the bison A bald 
eagle closure arca was violated by the of Livestock when s helicopter flew over the 
area and horses and ATV's were driven the area. The us. of such harsh methods in the 
Spring could cause female bison to give birth early or abort. The use of cattle prods that 
administer electric are inhumane to use on bison and once again bring them closer to 
domestication. Even using them sparingly can cause injury to bison. If the genetic wildness of 
this herd is to be then there must be sore analysis of techniques that would not adversely 
impact bison. Ee 8 EE GS © ae 0 Gee b eapan oth Se 
stated intent of the DEIS. The use of Special Management Areas (SMA), in allowing the bison 
pe ogaeen of Oe eae San So Sy Se Nan © Glee » ap Oe oy 
to them euretvo bandh tater coulitent SMA s may need to be later established there is 
an assessment of the ecological carrying capacity of bison in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 


The sales of the heads, hides, and meat of bison during the winter of 1997 went back to profit the 
Department of Livestock. This money should of been spent in areas such as land purchases and 
fence repairs to local ranchers in the area. 


No-Action Alternative 

The no-action alternative, which basically i the Interim Bison Man t Plan (revised 
in 1996), is not a true no-action alternative. Interim Plan was responsible for the death of over 
1,084 bison during the winter of 1996-97, in addition to natural deaths. The winter of | 988-89 
also proved to be an unfavorable year for bison with a death toll of 569. 1994-95 and 1995-1996 
followed with a total of 860 bison killed. Further use of this plan only would slaughter more and 


more bison each year. The proposed no-action alternative does not uphold the purpose and need of 


this DETS, and does not offer the public a true no-action alternative. A true no-action alternative 
would allow “\,on to occupy traditional grazing land undisturbed by agency actions. 
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The DEIS musi look at plans that have minimal impacts on bison and other wildlife. If the 


Yellowstone bison are to remain a dynamuc population, then protective measures need to be 
that will ensure thai the herd s wikiness 1s protected. es 


Yellowstone Bison will only affect “individual bison” Thus will separate family members. 
pa nenppeeenn iy ne ey a a ate on from 
Spreeainn wo genaeeien eiein Sp tare ay os. The Y: ‘ 18 one of the last 
-roarmung herds in the United States and should be treated like wildlife not cattle There 1s no 
possible way to cage wildlife and expect them to remain the wild creatures thai they are. This kind 
of treatment inflicted on a wild arumal 1s unnecessary. There are better ways to manage disease 
nsk that does not affect the wildness of the herd. The quaranune facilities will draw a large amount 
of waffic, this can disturb other wildlife in the area including gnzzly bears, wolves. and other 
sensitive, endangered, or threatened species. 


Capture Facilities 
The capture facilities that have been used by the Montana of Livestock and the 
Natonal Park Service are not made to be used for wildlife facihues are used to 


manage 
cattle and using them for wild bison will have adverse affects on the wildness of the herd Cattle 
prods. shoots, and hydraulic holds for testing cause ve affects on the bison. These effects are 
long term and are destroying the Yellowstone bison the winter of 1996-1997 Cold 
Mountain, Cold Rivers documented the management actions of capture faciliues and a slaughter 
house in Shendan, Montana. The National Park Service and Montana Department of Livestock 
were documented using excessive use of caftle prods and hazing We are enclosing a copy of 
Our Buffalo, Our Choice which documents such conditions. 


Definition of Risk 
The DEIS claims that because the Yellowstone bison carry brucellosis, cattle are at risk of 

the disease. The DEIS presents no conclusive scienufic research that determines 
exactly what the nsk 1s, and there haven ( been any documented cases of transmussion between 
cattle and bison in the wild. How can the agencies manage the nsk of disease transmission when 
they don t even know what level of risk, if amy, exists? 


Even if brucellosis were eradicated from bison. elk could sull be a potential source for reinfection 
The DEIS states thts and does not include the risk between other wildlife and bison. The actions in 
the DEIS will detract from the objective of eradicating a disease in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem The idea of managing disease this way 1s not cost-effective and proves to be 
unsuccessful because elk will transmut it back to bison. If the true of this DEIS is to 
address the nsk of brucellosis transmussion then the Inter Agency Team needs to include elk and 
Se ee cae transmit brucellosis in its DEIS. This issue 1s not beyond the scope of the 


All the management tools in each alternative have not been yet by the agencies and may 
never be approved. The DEIS assumes that these acuons will be approved. 


Effects on Endangered, Threatened, Sensitive, and other Wildlife Species 

The DEIS states that the preferred alternative would have adverse impacts on bison, as well as 
Se ee ae ee If there are adverse impacts that may be 
caused on these endangered species then that ve Of management too! should not be used. 
There should not be any management action by any of the agencies that may affect a species ability 
to recover of maintain a viable population Ani panel of scientists needs to be involved 
to provide peer review of all the management tools and how they may affect wildlife 


cagies would be affected if management acuviues occurred or capture facihues were constructed 
near an active nest or f area, staics the DEIS. pny ee ee a mt 

lauon of bald . ires further is On preferred alternatives may 
popu cagies requ analysis - ~— 


Yellowstone Ecosystem 


Trumpeter Swans 

If Alternative 6 was used by the agencies, there would be construction of a capture/quaranune 
facility mn a trumpeter swan nesting area. The DEIS clams that thus species may be affected by the 
locabon and operation of bison facilines.. Trumpeter swans are a sensitive spices, 
and there has been a decrease in due to the amount of habitat available to these birds 
There would be a disturbance of habitai and the agencies should noi msk putting these buds under 
stress by taksng thei criucal habitat. 


Wolvennes 

Woivennes are also listed as a sensitive species and are very to human disturbance It 
has been noted in several studies thai wolvernes have abandoned sites 1m response to what 
was believed to be very minor disturbance. stated the DEIS. The agencies should further study 


the impacts resulting from operating capture/quaranune facitiues and the use of other preferred 
management tools in wolverine habitat 


Grizzly Bears 

If the inter- DEIS team tuly believes that their plan would be likely to adversely affect the 
izzly bear. they should request a formal consultation from the US Fish and Wildlife 
Services. The proposed brson management progect is located within the Greater Yellowstone 
Gnzzly Bear Zone. The area is located almost entirely within Management Situation | 
habitat (MS 1), which contains gnzzly population centers. MSI are areas key to the survival of 
grizzlies where seasonal and year ee. ae cae Sane conditions 


habitai components ep ane Gee species of a segment 
of its This statement in the DEIS does not justify how the Inter- y team can 
adopt any of the plans which will destroy grizzly bear habitat. The S also clasms that 


denning bears would not be affected by bison management activities. This 1s a false claim and 
needs 10 be studsed. as a hazed herd of bison could potentially disturb denning grizzly bears 


Bison meat is a important part of the gnzzly bear diet. Meat is now considered to be one of 
de cnan engurtan comeanaets dl Ga itty tam dni ate Velowctens eran. The largest 
biomass consumed per carcass is from a scavenged male bison, stated in the DEIS. If 
populations caps for bison are to be imposed then a secure source of food for the gnzzly bear will 
also be disrupted 
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in the Greater Yellowstone = st ee 
a Fish and Wildlife Service needs to be 


Bison Population Caps 

eee Sega capenmn wpenentdns nde Ss ad bitains wih és 
alternatives. Before the agencies can begin to look at a population cap, there musi be a report done 
on the ecological carrying capacity of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 


National F orest 

The Gallatin National Forest tha surrounds Yellowstone Navonal Park is designated as wildlife 
habstat im the forest Castle grazing allouments on these public lands are in direct conflict with 
the of the to for wildlife habitat. The bison that wander out of 

Y in the wimer in the confines J the National Forest. The Interim Plan and 
many of the alternatives in the do not address the fact that bison are meant to be on these 
public lands. Many of the bison are often killed on these National Forest lands. Bison are just one 
sscumiiicad ey Gs UG, cudd gpclng ences amachgtinatene octane 


National Forests must out cattle allotments on pub’ _ lands set aside for wildlife. 
DEIS Alternatives 

The DEIS states that the alternatives ay a ae ay ps pe pete 
conditions and availabie tools to population. How can the public comment on 
the tools being used when its oye unknowns and . This 
DEIS needs to clearly what methods will be used. All of the alternatives do not 


with the purpose and need of the DEIS, in dineamsaetinl. ts 
$s Alternative, be considered in a supplemental EIS. 


(emer as SO 


other wildlife for whai the value of bison might be is unacceptable. bate JE bY 
to determine the aesthetic and economic values that bison have on Yellowstone National Park 
surrounding Comurminities. 


Plan B, the Buffalo s Alternative 
The Ecology Center supports Plan B, the Buffalo s Alternative. Plan B is a biologist’s alternative 
Sendeibenn bidwisindisenataamian % 


Sy er 
will ensure that the future of the herd asthe nation s ya 
. We are submitting as part of our comrnents 8 Pian B, 
‘alo s Alternative to contrast the government s plan with 
Plan B: 


H03 


¢ obviates any killing or confining of bison. 

© allows for bison to roam freely in the Greater Yellowstone E system. 

© does not limit the size or movement of the bison herd. 

es 
Gmenendne Cams ateny tn agin e & Gateway & 

© is based on science, not politics. 

© advocates managing nsk scienofically. 

© respects the cultural concerns of Native Americans with strong tes to bison. 

© insists on taking only those actions demonstrated to be cost-effecuve. 

© ensures that bison receive over livestock on public lands. If conflicts exist between 
wildkfe and livestock on lands, remove livestock, mot bison, from these areas. 

© modifies Montana's “zero tolerance” to one more consisiem with modem disease 
ee rn ee oe 
government s plan. bdeeiiehende abe 


Pian B proves to be cost effective and bison in a non-intrusive manner. Pian B wuly 
mauntauns a free-ranging wild herd of beson and manages the disease bruceilosts with a safe and 
effective vaccine. Plan B is the way to preserve the oldest free ranging herd of wild bison lefi 
in the United States. The Ecology requests the DELS team to issue & 

EIS thati Pian B as an alternative, and to the public comment period 
open to fully consider this ive. 
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Comparative Economic Analysis of Taree Proposed Plans 
(Piaa “B”, the Government's Preferred Plan, and the “Citizens Alternative”) 


Three federal agencies (the National Park Service, the Forest Service and the Animal and Plant 
Health Inspection Service), and two State agencies (the Montana Department of Livestock and 
the Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks Department) were charged in 1989 with developing a plan 
that would maintain a wild, free-roaming popuisnon of Yellowstone bison, and would, ai the 
same time, address the nsk of brweilosis transmission from Yeilowstone bison to cattle to 
protect the economic interesi and victulity of Montana's livestock industry. After eight years, 
the agencies released their plan in June, '998 in the form of a draft Environmental impact 
Statememt (DEIS). The agencies presented 7 alternative plans for consideration in the DEIS, and 
identified one of these (alternative # 7) as the: “preferred plan”. 


Unsatisfied with the alternatives offered in the DEIS, wd contending that a more cost-effective, 
less intrusive, and more reasonable pian custed, wildlite professionals developed an alternative 
plan with extensive inputs from vetermanans qualified in the study of brucellosis and the 
economics of disease management. This plan is called Pian “B” 


A third plan, cailed the “Citizens Alternative”, was developed by environmental organizations. 


Executrve Summary 


Pian “B™ for managing Yellowstone bison is the most cost-effective of the three plans in terms 
of achoeving the benefits. Benefits are defined according to the stated objectives of the DEIS, 
Le, 1) mamnta:nung a wild, free-roaming herd, and, 2) addressing the risk of brucellosis 

transmission from Yellowstone bison to cattle to protect the economuc interest and viability of 
Montana's livestock industry Indeed, Plan “B” appears to be the only plan that enables 

denvanon of the first benefit, i.¢., maimtaining a wild, free-roaming herd. Unlike Pian “B”, the 
other plans lim:t movements of bison to the boundanes of Yellowstone Park and a few adjacent 
areas, thus they do not result in maintaining a free-roaming herd. Pian “B” is also the only plan 


404 


to address the underiyimg threats to Montana's livestock industry’, and thus 1s the only plan to 
denve the benefit of protecting the economic imterest and viability of Montana's Irvestock 
industry (the second stated obyective of the DEIS). 


Pian “B™ represents a total net savings to the taxpayer of $47 million compared with the 
Government's preferred alternative, and a total net savings of $62 million compared with the 
“Ciuzens Alternative” 


Pian “B" 


Plan “B” is the most cost-effective pian to achieve the objective of addressing the nsk of 
brucellosis transmission to protect the econcmuc umterests and viability of Montana's livestock 
industry It, unlike the other plans, also achueves the stated otyective of inaumtainsng a wild, free- 
roaming bison herd. Pian “B™ would cost the taxpayer $3 millon over 15 years (the same time 
penod ts used for all plans). Thus represents 94 % less than the cost of the Government's 
preferred plan Thus plan, by adopting a vaccine-only approach, would decrease the 
seroprevalence of brucellosis in the Yellowstone bison herd from its current level of 50% to 
close to zero over a 1S - 25 year penod (pers. comm. Dr. Michael Miller, DVM, Ph.D. with V. 
Ravndal) Plan “B” involves no captunng, testing, slaughtering, quarantuming or shooung of 
bison for disease management purposes, and no land acquisivon 1s proposed. 


The Government's Preferred Plan 


The Government's preferred pian would cost the taxpayer $50 million over 15 years, i.¢., 94% 
more than Pian “B”, and would decrease the seroprevalence of brucellosis in the bison herd from 
its current level of 50% to 23%. To achueve thus result, the plen involves capturing, testing, 
(SMAs) outside Yellowstone Park, hang and shooung brson outside the SMAs, and acquinng 
more land to be put under federal government management. The pian would not allow for a 
free-roaming herd, thus, thes benefit 1s not derived under the Government's preferred plan. 


The “Citizens Alternative” 


The “Citizens Alternatve™ ts the most expensive plan. It would cost the taxpayer an estimated 
$65 milion over 15 years The plan does not indicate how the seroprevalence rate of brucelions 
mm the bison would be affected Like the Government's plan, the stated purpose of maintauning a 
free-roaming herd 1s not achseved. Indeed. the “Cituzens Alternatrve™ 1s ssmilar to the 

Government's preferred alternative in many respects in terms of costs, the main differences are 


' See Attachment One 
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that the quarantine facility would be larger than the government's alternative It is unknown 
where this quarantine facility would be located’ 


Casts and Rencfits 


Table | (below) summanzes the costs and benefits associated with the three plans Costs refer 
exclusively to those incurred by the taxpayer. Benefits are defined according to the stated 
obyectives of the DEIS, 1.¢., |) mamtaining a wild, free-roaming herd, and, 2) addressing the nsk 
of brucellosis transmission from Yellowstone bison to cattle to protect the economuc umteresi and 
viability of Montana's livestock industry 


Addressing the nsk of transmission of the disease 1s, in fact, only one of several means of 
protecting the economic interest and viability of the livestock industry (See Anachmeni Two) 
To protect the economic interests of the State's livestock industry, it 1s unperative not only to 
reduce the nsk of transmission, but also to reduce the nsk of the State losing its bruce!ios:s-free 
status, and to reduce the nsk that other States will umpose sanctions (with economic 
ramificatons) even if Montana's status 1s retained (See Attachment Two) Plan “B” is the only 
plan which recogmuzes thai reduction in seroprevalence of brucellos:s in Yellowstone bison alone 
does not suffice to protect Montana's livestock industry from the threat of brucellosis, and is the 
only plan to adopi a comprehensive approach to ensure protecnon of the State's livestock 
industry against the threat of brucellosis (See Attachment Two) 


” Ms. Jeanne-Mane Souvigney of The Greater Yellowstone Coalition, one of the sponsor 
organizations of the “Citizens Alternative”, indicated that the quarantine would be located at the 
Fort Belknap Reservation (500-600 miles from the Park), whereas Mr. Mark Heckert of the 
Imer-Tnibal Bison , another sponsor of the Alternative, indicated that the quaranune 
would not be at Fort Belknap but would probably be close to the Park. 
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Table I 
Pian “B” Geveremeat's Piaa Citizens Alternative 
Cast to the taxpayer | $3 million $50 millon $65 million 
Time Frame 15 - 20 years 15 years 1S years 
Benefit |’: Reduction | Reduction from 50% | Reduction from 50% | Reduction from 50% 
in seroprevalence of | to close to zero to 23% to 23%" 
brucellosis in the 
Yellawstone bison 
Benefit 2: Free- Yes No No 
roamung bison herd 
Benefit 3: Protection | Yes (Addresses all No (Does not address | No (Addresses only 
of the economic three underlying any of the three one of the three 
wnterest and viability | threats to the underlying threats to | undertying threats to 
of Montana's industry ) the industry ) the industry.) 
Irvestock industry 
Cast to the bison Bison will be Bison will be Bison will be 
vaccinated against captured, corralled, | captured, corralled, 
brucellosis with a quarantined, shot, Quarantined, shot, 
vaccine delivered via | sent to slaughter, sent to slaughter, 
dart, and hazed away | hazed, loaded on hazed, loaded on 
from private property | trucks, marked, trucks, marked, 
when they pose a vaccinated, separated | vaccinated, separated 
threat. Bison will be | from other members | from other members 
hunted outside the of the herd, confined | of the herd, confined 
Park when they m unnatural m unnatural 
carrying capacity of | will be hunted. will be hunted when 
wildlife management they exceed the 
distncts within carrying capacity of 
Montana. the Park & the 
SMAs. 
> See Attachment Two 


“ Proponents of this plan were unable to furnish this information. It was therefore 
assumed that the same result would be achieved as with the sirmlar approach advocated in the 
Government's preferred plan. 
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Table 2 


Total Costs Associated With the Three Plans 
(For a 15 year period from 1999 - 2014) 


Place “3” Geversmest's Pitas | Citizens’ Alteruative 
Land acquisition Up to $29,100,000 | Up to $44,165,000 
Construction of $800,000 $800,000 
quarantine facility 
Quaransine Operations $6,000,000 $6,000,000 
Caprure facility $120,000 $120,000 
(Stephens Creek) 
Capture facility (West) $225,000 $225,000 
Capture Operations $10,155,000 $/0,155,000 
Relocate Stephens Crk. $60,000 360,000 
Capture Facility 
Equupment Repav, $990,000 5990,000 
Replacement 
Test/Sample $375,000 $375,000 
Total Quarantine Costs $18,725,000 $18,725,000 
Vaccination of Bison $2,370,000 $2,370,000 $2,370,000 
Modify Cattle Grazing $15,000 
Allounents on Public 
Lands 
Winter Use Monitoring $75,000 $73,000 
Compensation for $600,000° 
ranchers’ &/or fencing 
Total $2,970,000 $50,270,000 $65,350,000 


* Compensanon for ranchers to switch to sieer-caby uperabons os to lrvestock other than cattle 
B/or fencing (fiberglass posi, five-wwe electric) to separate cattle from brsoe on private lends. 


* Fencing based on 200 miles @ $3,000/mile (Americes Bison Associsbon estimate) 
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Attachment One 
Brucellosis-Reiated Threats to Moatasa’s Cattle Industry 


in addinon to the obvious (however, minimal) threat of transmission of bruceilosis from 
Yellowstone bison to cattle, there are fous underlying threats to Montana's cattle industry related 
to dus disease, some of them exacerbated by the Stase’s own actions or policies and, all of thera 
more sigsuficant than the mosi obvious threat of actual transmisson. These arc. 


1) 


2) 


3) 


4) 


A few States have imposed, or Uweatened to impose, sanctions on Montana cattle, 
disregarding the bruceilosis-free classification assigned to Montana by the federal 
government. Disregard by other states of the brucellosis classification which the federal 
government assigns to Montana (or easy other State) poses « threat to free inter-state 
commerce in livestock, and as such, poses a threat to Montana's cattle industry 


States that have obtained a brucellosis-free classificavos have undertakes costly actions 
Over many years to obtain thus status. Under the exusting federal regulanons, they can 
lose this status with a single outbreak of brucellosis im cattle. This strict condinon and 
CORSEqueNce 1s NOt proportionate to a state's ability to effectively address isolated 
outbreaks. The penalty for a single outbreak ts excessively harsh, and produces 
unnecessary fear, wtuch causes states to take actions to prevent an outbreak at any cost. 
It 1s not fasr of cost-effective to lower a state's status based on a single outbreak of the 
disease. This excessively harsh regulation poses a threat to Moatasa's bruceilosis-free 
classificauion, and as such, to its cattle industry. (APHIS, the responsible federal agency, 
is now modifying its regulations to allow for a single outbreak without downgrading a 
state's status, so this threat may soon be removed ) 


Montana has adopted a zero risk policy regarding brucellosis, instead of a risk 
management policy. The later would be more consistent with modern disease 
management, and more consistent with the severity of the disease and the consequences 
of an outbreak. Montana's insistence on zero msk poses a threat to its own cattle 
industry, because it draws atiention to brucellosis-infected wildlife (that do aot in reality 
pose a threat to cattle) and provokes other states to unnecessanly question whether 
Montana's cattle are clean. 


Montana has aot accepted the federal government's defininon of “low-nsk” bison (it is 
the only State to have rejected the federal government's defininon). This attutude also 
Causes states to unnecessanly question the disease status of Montana's cattle. 


Any solution to Montana's bruceticsis dilemma mast address these sadertying causes of the 
problem if it is to be effective. At preseat, Piae “B™ is the caly plan that docs se. 


V. Ravndal, Wildlife Ecologist 
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Attachment Two 
Protecting Montana's Livestock Industry From Bruceliosis-Related Threats 


“Addressing the risk of brucellosis transmission to protect the economic interests 
and viability of Montana's livestock industry” is one of two stated objectives of the 
draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 


The best way to protect the economic interests and viability of Montana’s livestock 
industry is to ensure that: 1) the State does not lose its brucellosis-free 
classification, and, 2) that other states respect this classification. 


Resniniees the State s Brucellonie-Free.S 


The only way Montana could lose its brucellosis-free status is if there is an outbreak 
of brucellosis in cattle. (All wildlife could be infected and APHIS could still not 
downgrade a State on this basis.) 


Two actions are helpful in ensuring that Montana retains its brucellosis-free status: 
1) reducing the risk of transmission from wildlife to livestock, and, 2) modifying 
federal regulations regarding the brucellosis designation of states. This 
modification is actually in process. APHIS, the responsible federal agency, is 
modifying its regulations to allow for an outbreak in cattle without downgrading a 
state as long as there isn't another in the following two years. This will alleviate 
some pressure that has previously been felt by States concerned about losing their 
brucellosis-free status as a result of a single outbreak. 


The first action, reducing the risk of transmission, can be accomplished in several 
ways, i.¢., 1) reducing the seroprevalence of brucellosis in the Yellowstone bison’ 
herd, 2) separating cattle and bison during critical times of the year when 
transmission could occur, and 3) vaccinating cattle in the area of possible contact 
with bison. The risk of transmission is low, i.e., there has never been a case of 


” Elk are not considered because Yellowstone elk have a very low seroprevalence of 
brucellosis, 1.¢., | - 3 percent. Grand Teton elk have a much higher seroprevalence, so the 
solution in that area would clearty need to take both bison and clk into account. 


-7- 


Yellowstone bison transmitting brucellosis to cattle in the 80 years they have lived 
with it. Likewise, transmission has not occurred in bordering Grand Teton Park 
where infected bison and cattle regularly co-mingled for 50 years. Actions to 
reduce risk are thus tended to further minimize the already minimal risk. 


Ensuring that Other States Respect Montana's Brucellosis-Free Designation 


Ensuring that other States respect Montana's brucellosis-free desigaation is the best 
approach to ensure that the problem is resolved quickly and cost-effectively. More 
emphasis should be placed on this, than on reducing the risk that Montana will lose 
its brucellosis-free status (because that risk is already minimal and because it is the 
actions of other states, not the federal government, that poses the greatest problem 
for Montana). 


The best way to ensure that other States respect Montana's brucellosis-free 
designation is: |) to prevent states from imposing sanctions on Montana cattle 
while the State is classified as brucellosis-free (this can best be done by warning 
other states that if they choose to place sanctions on Montana cattle without 
providing any scientific justification for their action, that Montana is prepared to 
invoke the interstate commerce clause’), 2) for Montana to accept the federal 
government’s definition of “low-risk” bison and actively promote this concept 
instead of trying to discredit it, 3) for Montana to issue an official release to all 
State Vets indicating that a) reasonable attempts are being made to separate cattle 
and bison (see Pian B) and to decrease the seroprevalence in the bison herd (see 
Plan B) and, b) that all cattle in the zone of possible contact are vaccinated against 
brucellosis with RBS 1, and, c) that all cattle in the zone of possible contact are 
tested for bruceflosis before they are allowed to leave the area. 


It is mmportant for Montana to adopt a reassuring approach to ensure that other 
States maintain or regain confidence in Montana cattle. 


V. Ravndal, Wildlife Ecologist 


* The interstate commerce clause protects free commerce between states. Under this 
clause of the Constitution, Stetes cannot arbitrarily impose trade sanctions on other states. 
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The Significance of Bison to Grizzly Bear Recovery in the Yellowstone Ecosystem 
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The Grester Yellowstens Buosysters (OYE) supports ons of the highes amiive 
tngulas drusities ts Now America Dcunt sis pewtade cng evidence for the 


tgmficecs of ungaink mes svcebly besun and of - af a food esmvon for he 
Yellowstone grizzly bear. Prior sadies using fecal madurestiqutns te 
Substamtiel opresemathes f engudetes us the diet of Y: 


6 «cles heve « game chance of cucempsting G.. scavengers us finding and feeding 
‘@pos buses @ compertsos to emeller unguiste cases. 


Experts believe that ths availability of enguiet: meat is 8 major factor in the 
earvival of Yellownenc's grizzly bear 


interval, as well os tacreseed Umer sie sed cub and wubadait sarvivel of Greater 
Yellowstone Ecorymem grizzly bens. 


la addition ungulates, Yellowstone grizzly beers rely on threc other high- 
qnergy food soarces. army catworm moths, the Yallowsions calthrom wout, und 
whiubert plac soede. Hrwever, aot only am these foods iaconsietently svailatie om 
year-to-year Gus io retual Gactestions, bet moduced orpuuems 


ginzly 
cutthroat wou, | she wout spewn in deeper waters, cat of reach of grzty bears, 
Whitebark pine stands tee vartewemern U8. have already experienced 
substantial decline - up to 90% — dus to the white pine blister rem Gisssss. While tho 
blisser res safection rate in the GYE has been low to date, blister rest has been found in 
ams of the coosymens whissburk pine stends. In addition, 28% of the Puck's 
wharberk pine stands wens killed by ths 1963 wildfires. 


meni more im poor wiieeberk pias seed 
vaguiete uss was mitre (hen fwc tenes as great daring years 
when whitebeck pre seeds were less svaiisbis tae during good whitebark pine aned 
years m the GYE, indicating that unguiats use by Yellowstone grizzly bears is ot izes in 
Darl compensatory for s imuted eveitehility of whiteterk pane seeck 


For Move 


A0K 


Compoancding Uarvats 0 tie vhuebert pase ied ike Y fivowons Cathroa! wou 
are shartaung rates of pervene tuads development w the CYE. which recess years bas 
veanited ws the lees of grizzly bear babstat (Gunther i af 1996) Doweward wenés = 
whardert pane sad Coteroet woul producevry, compounded by habeus bess das 1 
eoxduched private iene Grvelopueent are tibety to Comet unguiee anes to bewoE cree 
more crucaal to dbs recovery of the Yellowstone grizzty bear 


whee aff high-vuins foods were sasenally shundam...” (Picton of of. 1985). Thavefore, 
0 16 Linsly deat reduceng the emeuat of bison seeat sveilubie fer gizily consamption will 
COmcritaNE 0 wacreeses in Recmen-bees CofC and mee meeet gruaty ben 
@onnines. fects which could br exscerbasad by shortage: wm other anpurrss CVE 
pruzty bear trode sch ws whesbark pum coeds and Yellowcone cattbros Gout. 


Brace warangeense propsuats (euCh 1 the prakvrud cererastrve m the 


ahertanves thet swengihen the tins popuisnon =) akeo heve powuve effects 70 thy. 
recovery of the Yellowmonr gwziy bear 


Lomas Willcox, Seema Clb Graziv Bear Ecasywenes 
Soy Goat br epee ore 
Mark Haroldson, imeragancy Gruzly Bear Suedy 


Green, Gerald L, ot al 1997 Spring an Ungatese Carcusaes by Gruzty Beers on 
Yeilowmone Nevenal Park. Journal of Management 61(4):1040- 1055 

Guenther Kerry 4 and Mark A Hereidsoa 1996 influence of Ungules Abmadsacr oe 
(Carwaty Bear Pupetanon Trends the Yellowsoae Ecosystem Abwract wn |!* 
ineeraspuen Comfercer: of Beer Researce neti Mesngemes: North Americar 


Seance, Gethabury, Temnceser. 

Manson. Devid | 1997. Use of Unguiaes by Yellowmone Grizzly Bears. Bolegical 
Conservation $1 161-177 

Picton, H D.. ot af. 1985. Clamme. Carrying Capacity, and the Yellowstone Grizzly Bear. 
Proceedaags Gruzty Bear Hsbest Si mposrum 
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Lesley J. Masuda 


August 10, 1998 


Bison Management Plan BIS Team, National Park Service 
Attn: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

PO Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Sarah @ Team: 


We are concerned that the EIS's preferred alternative is 

but an enlarged version of the state federal interim management plan 
which allowed over 1000 buffalo to be killed unnecesarily in Montana 
in ‘97. 


Of equal concern is that the Park Service's plan, in essence, gives the 
Montana Board of Livestock total authority. 


EcoSys Alert joins other environmental groups in asserting that the 
Yellowstone herd should by all means be under the management of 

the public trust. We too recommend that bison who venture onto 
private lands be caught with the agreement of the property owner and 
detained for brucellosis testing. 


Those buffalo who do test negative would be relocated on tribal 
lands where they would be permitted to roam free. 


If possible, we would like to see the Park Service obtain additional 
winter range next to the Park through purchase, changed grazing 
allotments and conservation easements. 


Last, but not least, it is important to remember this distinction: Bison 
are wildlife, not livestock, and consequently should be m anaged by 
wildlife professionals instead of livestock officiais. 


rely, 


Lesl hee 
Conservation Analyst 
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Monday, November 2, 1996 - 16:15:23 pm EST 
a lastname: Burrows 


National Park. in general, we note that bison must be treated as wildlife and not as 
domesticated livestock, that any vaccinations thai are required must be 
vaccinations of cattle and not of wild bieon, that capture and slaughter of bison 
from Yefowstone National Park must be pronibaed, that cattle grazing on public 
lands surrounding the park should be severely limited 80 as to allow bison to use 
those lands without restriction, that rifle hunting of Yellowstone bison not be 
permitted, and that native tribes must be granted a larger voice in issues related to 
bison. in particular, the Edmonds institute supports the allemative proposed by the 
2 eee 
“Akomative B°. 
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Subject: Bison in Yellowstone Park 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 


B-mail: sarah_bransom@nps .gov 7.7.98 


We are an Israeli animal welfare society located in the City of Bilat. the 
southermmost region of the country. Although most of cur effort goes on 
caring for the animals in our near vicinity, our concern for animals and 
the environment extends to anywhere in the world. Concern and compassion 
Go not recognise national boundaries, after all. 


It has come to our attention that the bison in Yellowstone Park, because 
they can carry brucellosis, are viewed as a threat and drastic measures are 
being considered to ‘manage" them 


Bison are an historic part of America’s past and an animal which is nearing 
extinction. Yellowstone's efforts to preserve the bison are to be praised. 
Do not let panic and hastiness lead to a solution that will undermine 
those efforts. Alternative 7 would be disastrous over the long run, apart 


ecological balance of the Park itself. 


No cattle have ever caught the disease from Yellowstone's bison. People 
who care about animals, nature, and ecology, as well as the animals 
themselves, must depend on people like you to maintain a clear head and not 
swayed by panic and fear. Humans’ acting out of fear instead of calm 
amd reason has created much tragedy in the world. Please do not give your 
hand to creating more. Support Alternative 2 as benefiting all parties 
involved. Do not let America’s bison in one of its most famous perks fall 
prey to paranoia and very localised interest groups’ pressure on 
government, whose duty it is to protect all of those under its 
protectorate, of whatever locale and species. 


g 


Thank you, 
(Ms.) Mikhal Sen-Shaprut 
Chairperson 
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Bison Public EIS Comment 


Neate. Peul Besudette 
Organization: Environment Councé of Ri. 
Address. ee | 
Emad: es 
Comment: 


To: National Park Service 
Attn Director 


Over Sw, 

OOn behalf of the Environment Council of Ri, a state wide organization representing in excesses of 
46 orgenizations end 20, 000 individuals end families, | am writing tc express cur complete 
ee nen ena ane Oe ee 

OF wat, the contention thet buflelo are wansmitters of brucetiosis to the surrounding cattle herds hes 
never been velkdated. You ere responsinie for the protection and survival of afi animeis under your 
supervision. To suppor! the pian to bili several hundreds of buffalo on the accusation they May 
spread a dweese is reprehensitte. 

O Secondly, there are very viable atematives to the destruction of these animals. One is to eniarge 
the protected arses around the park to allow the buttaio their natural range. Or af a minimum, work 
with ranchers and other federal agencies to reguiato when cattie cen be allowed to roam in areas 
when buffato ere mating of caiving. These sre the last Owiid buffaio in our Country and should be 
attowed to have their native range. 

OOne other option you Rave svailable to you Is to retocate arimeais found cut of the Yellowstone 
Park boundries onto Native American reservation lands. ere they wii be silowed the range end 
freedom thoy require to ive es e wid herd. # the Park Service can nol see Mf to maintain ius herd 
88 wid, then ot least allow the indian Nation to do £0. The inter-Tribel Council has supported end 
Called for the retocation of the buffalo onto thei lends. 

The Environment Council of Ri is ssking that you stop the plan to allow the siaughter of the last 
remaining wild buffalo herd in Ameerica and cailts on you to support the [TEC/NWF solution to this 


problem. 
We thank you for your consideration and support of our request. 


Paul A Besudene 
Delegate for ECR to NWE> 
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To Whoes it May Concem: EPIC 


Toe yearty slenghter of native busca sear Yellowstone National Park hes become 
tragically emblematic of the preferentia) reatment grazing mearests receive from: the 
federal goverarsemt. These is absohety ac rational biological, legal, or economic 
estification for tus slmghter. We strongly sapport the efforts of Native Amencans and 
the Buffalo Nawons orgasuzancs to immedienmly end this practice. 


Dounesticaned caste historically bave been the prmnary factor m the neer-compieas 
obtiheratoa of astve high plains ecos; vss The setoration of netive species, incheding 
the bison, to these nearly extinct ecosystems is long overdue. Our public lands should 
pot be esed © subsidize wefficiees and unprofitable grazing at the expener cf the bison 
and of our ecological and cultural heritage. 


Accordingly, we sspport Buffalo Nesica: in theis comments on the Draft Bison 
Management Plan EIS, snd urge the adoption of thew “Plan B" biological shemnative- 


e bison must be treated like wildlife, mot like domestic livestock: 
© sequire the vaccination of cattle, not bison; 
. Caner aD 


« ediminst, catthe grazing on public lands surrounding the park and allow bison w use 
theses lands without restrictions; 


e rifle bunting of Yellowstone bison is unethical, ensporting. and should nor be 

¢ egablishment of a quarantine facility for Yellowstone's bison will be a roulti-million 
Goller waste of federal and state tax dollers and is entisely anmecessary : 

© ative wibes aeed a large: voice in zegards to this iseve. 


Thank you for your consideration of our views. 


// 


Ethics Outreach 


Dear Bison Management Pian EIS Team: 


It is our opmion that your Drafi may not have given due consideration to the statistics and 
probabilities concerning transmission of brucellosis from bison to cattic under free-range 
conditions. Primary considerations include the complete absence of documented cases of 
rangeiand transmission, the infrequeacy of observed abortions in the Yellowstone bison herd, 
and the possibility of vaccination. 


With a requirement of complete bison aad cattle vaccination — even if not 100% effective 
-- the prospect of transmission may be negligible. For exumapie, if vaccination of bison is only 
70% effective and cattle is 80% effective, to first order the probability of a single transmission is 
reduced from current levels by nearly 95% (1 - 0.3x0.2). Under this scenario, it woud be 
difficult to conclude that killing bison which exit Yellowstoue is warranted. 


The possibility of brucellosis cansmission may be further reduced by improving barrier 
control (particularly around private lands) and by discouraging the winter departure of bison from 
Yellowstone by not grooming roads. in amy event, we should make every effort to end the 
unnecessary killing of predominantly healthy bison in the periphery of Yellowstone. 


Thank You. 
"= 7? 
President 
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October 8, 1998 


Sarah Bransom 

Bison Management Plan, DSC-RP 
P. O. Box 25287 
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


Flathead Wildlife Inc. ts an organized group of sports-persons in Northwestern Montana that is 
concemed about the management of bison in Yellowstonc National Park (YNP) and wishes to 
convey its views, comments and recommendations relevant to the Draft EIS for the future 
management of bison within YNP and Montana. 


We place great value on and recognize the tremendous asset Yellowstone National Park is to the 
State of Montana and to the citizens of the United States. We also are aware of the role bison 
have in this national treasure. 


We believe bison should be recognized as wildlife and that they should be managed by a wildlife 
agency. We have great appreciation for the seriousness of the disease brucellosis in Montana's 
livestock industry but we firmly believe there are opportunities yet to be fully explored that 
would spatially and temporally separate bison and cattle from potential contact. We believe that 
bison should have access to public lands outside the Park, just as do deer, elk, moose and 
bighor sheep, as part of an ecosystem that encompasses lands on both sides of the Park 
boundary. We believe that in this particular situation mandatory vaccination of livestock rather 
than bison should be required. We believe there are viable alternatives to manage the bison 
populations that do not rely upon direct reduction by government officials. 


We believe the creation of Yellowstone National Park by our government over 100 years ago 
was a very forward-looking and positive action to protect and preserve a land unique in 
mountainous splendor, geo-thermal features, flora and fauna for present and future generations 
of visitors. We believe the preferred alternative in the DEIS is not consistent with our beliefs 
with the expectations of the millions of people who visit cach year and treasure our first national 
park and with the philosophy and concept envisioned by the founding frther: of Yellowstone 
National Park. 
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We endorse the management strategies submitted in the Citizeus’ Plan to Save Yellowstone 
Buffalo and recommend the Bison Management Plan EIS Team reject the “Preferred 
Alternative” (Alt. 7) in the DEIS. 


Respectfully, 
Ua Lbs 
Warren Illi, 
President 


ce: Racicot 
Hill 
Baucus 
Burns 


AG 
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The bison of Yellowstone Nation] Perk (YNP) are descended from the handfal of 
animals who survived market hunting and the government-eponsored bison slaughters between 
the late 1860s and 1889, when 30 to 60 million bison were killed end the species was neerly 
extermmsted. The goverament endorsed this macsacre as tool t0 subdue and control the Plains 
Indians, for whom bison were critically important. Fortunstely, the harvh climate and 


Since the turn of the century, Yellowstone's bisoa herd has continued to grow. From the 
1920s to 1967, the National Park Service (NPS) regulerty killed bisom im order to maintain the 
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also imcreased among YNP vistors le sddition to being sostheticaily 
igaportamt to the ecology sad sconoary of YNP sad surrounding areas, and 
pwreual significance to amay people 


In 1985, when Momans sate officials shot 88 bison who hed emigrated from YNP, « new 


pont hunters, killed by state end federal agency officials, or captured and shipped 
since 1985. Indeod, nearly 1,100 bison were killed during the winter of 1996-97 slone. Today, 
approximately 2,400 to 2,500 bison remain in YNP. 


af 
Tih 


distribution, movement, population size, end hebitat user to the detriment of the 


Hl 
: 


dollars which permits the capture, confinement, vaccination, slaughter, shooting, and sale of 
Americs's bison. 


The akesnatives (including the preferred askernative) im the DEIS contain the same flaws, 
inchoding: 


e Placing too amch emphasis on the management of bison and too little on the management 
of cattle grazing on public and private lands outside of YNP. 

© Emphasizing the slaughter or shooting of bison, including bison who pose virtually 20 
risk of becteria transmission (ic., bulls, calves, yearlings, and non-pregnant cows) to 
control population size, to prohibit or restrict bison use of public lands outside of YNP, 
and ostensibly to reduce the risk of brucellosis transmission. 
Managing bison like cattle rather than wildlife, and allowing the livestock industry and 
the Montans Department of Livestock, rather than wildlife professionals, to dictate bison 
masagemem outside YNP. 
Failing to adequately consider the extremely remote risk -- if amy risk exists — of becteria 


Il. THE BISON ALTERNATIVE 


The FBP recommends the selection of the Bison Alternative. The Bison Alternative is 0 
Comprehensive, sensible, humane, and scientifically sound sobstion to the ongoing debste over 
bison, cattle, and Brucella abortus ia YNP. If implememed, it would: 


Restore « nsturally regulated bison population to YNP. 
Require the vaccinatios of cattle, not bison. 
Establish arategies to protec, not persecute, Yellowstone's bison. 


Eliminate or modify cattle grazing practices to reduce the risk of bacteria transmission. 

fe reachers from ummecessary and illegal sanctions from other states and 
To scoomplish these objectives, The Bison Alkernetive requires that the agencies implement the 
followimg management actions. Explenstions sad justifications for these actions are provided 


1. 
2. 
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If The Bison Alternative is fully implemented, there will be so need to subject bison to the 
inhumane practice of capture and sisughter, and therefore no need to expend a'linas of dollars 
to construct and operate the capture facilities. 


FURTHER EXPLANATIONS _AND_ JUSTIFICATIONS 
FOR THE ACTIONS 


1. IMMEDIATELY CLOSE YNP TO SNOWMOBILE USE AND PROHIBIT 
TRAIL GROOMING. 


If the NPS intends to continue to manage as wildlife through setural reguistion — which 
is as legal mandate — then & omst prohiba sowmobile use and trail groommg The NPS can use 
its edministrative discretion to close YNP to protect wildlife from adverse impacts associated 
with snowmobile use, or & can exercise its legal eutbority under the Park Service Organic Act, 
which, contrary to the NPS's curremt interpretation, prohibas snowmobile use. Ai least, 
Yellowsione should prohiba snowmobile trail grooming. which is not suthorized by NPS satutes 
or regulations. 


Yellowstone's mowmobile trails, which hsve been groomed since the carly 1970s, 
provide bison with energy-efficient travel routes facilitating their movements within and outside 
of YNP. The energy savings accrued through the use of these trails have completely sad 
unasturally akered bison populstion dysamics, distribution, movements, and habast use, by 
creasing bison survival sad productivizy rates while decreesing nstural mortality rates. As 2 
resuk, according to Dr. Mary Meagher, the world’s foremoat expert on Yellowstone's bison, the 
aze of YNP’s bison population has increased to a sumber that at timc: bes been as much as 
double that which the population would have been if the groomed trails did not exist. Though the 
population has never been so large as to cause overgrazing, the artificially enhanced size of the 
population hes likely resuked ia impacts to YNP ecology, and im particular, to the fragile 
thermally- influenced habaats unique to Yellowuoae. If allowed to continue, these impecis could 
reduce the quality and quantity of winter survival habitat to the detriment of bison, other wildlife. 
and to YNP ecology. Bison use of the groomed trails also facilzates ther movements ouside of 
YNP where more than 3,000 bisoe have been shot or slaughtered since 1985. in addition io these 
impacts, mowmobiles exact a considerable negstive impact on YNP’s ait quality, subsantially 


4 


detract from the serenity and solitude of the ustional park experience, and adversely affect « 
variety of other species inchuding the grizzly bear and gray wolf 


Prohibiting snowmobile use and trail grooming in YNP would restore astural reguistice 
as the principal mechanism coutrolling the growth, distribution, and movements of bison This 


Yellowstone is not beholden to the economic mterests of the gatewsy commmmnities nor is 
it reaponsible for the excessive and irresponsible development of the commumities based on the 
faulty presumption that snowmobiles would always enjoy sccess to YNP. Whatever ecoscanc 
impact the gateway communities may experience from YNP being closed to mowmobiles could 
be autigsted if the communities promote son- motorized recrestion im Yellowstone. Furthermore, 
closing YNP to snowmobiles will act elimimste mowmobile recreation im the area, because 
hundreds of miles of groomed trails exist on U.S. Forest Service (USFS) lands adjecem to YNP. 
Though it is anticipated thet the regional economic impacts of s “NP closure to snowmobiles 
would be munimal, whatever economic impact is fok by the guteway commnunities would be less 
than the adverse economuc impacts of sowmobiling on YNP wildlife, ox quality, soltude end 
serenity, and visitor experience. 

2. PROHIBIT CATTLE GRAZING AND PERMIT UNRESTRICTED 
BISON ACCESS TO ALL PUBLIC LANDS ADJACENT TO THE 
WESTERN AND NORTHERN BORDERS OF YNP. 


According to the DEIS, there are twelve cattle grazing allotments on public lands north 
and west of YNP which could potentially be affected by bison. These allotments comtain a total 


obligated to — consider mitigating the impect of these closures on the producers by offering 
public grazing allotments somewhere cise im the USFS system, ox by buying out the grazing 


permit was to be purchased from the peruuittes, would be far leas than the costs of implementing 
many, if not all, of the alternatives in the DEIS. 


SUOLININSU] JDUOIIDINPY puv uouyvziuvs4iC—CV 


91Z 


YELL-9382 contd. 


brucellosis-free status and edumt that 2 has 20 legal authority to revoke or dowagrade this status 
based om the presence of potentially exposed or infected bison or elk in the state. 


3. CHANGE CATTLE GRAZING PRACTICES ON PRIVATE LANDS - 
WITH COMPENSATION TO AFFECTED RANCHERS — TO REDUCE 
THE ALLEGED RISK, IF ANY, OF BACTERIA TRANSMISSION FROM 
BISON TO CATTLE, AND ACQUIRE THESE LANDS, IF AND WHEN 
AVAILABLE, AS ADDITIONAL WINTER RANGE FOR BISON AND 
OTHER WILDLIFE. 


According to the DEIS, there are only « hendfal of private landowners who ra 
approximately 1,000 cattle on private lands near the northern and western borders of YNP which 
may be affected by bisoa. To reduce the alleged risk of bacteria transmission fromm emigrating 
bison to cattle, the Mostans Departusent of Livestcck must mandate, by regulation, that private 
land ranchers exher 


e Agree to fair market compensation for the value of their herd anaually for five years. 

© Modify the type of livestoci from cow-calf groups to steer or spayed heifer operations. 

e Construct s bison-proof fence srownd all pastures occupied by cattle, require the 
vacciastion of all cattle against brucellosis, and cetablish onsual mandatory brucellosis 
testing requirements for all test-aligible cattle. 


The vompensstion option would be based on the fair market value for the type and sumber of 
stock previously managed on the land. If this option were selected, the rancher could act sock 
catthe on the land for « five-year period Comspensation would occur anmually durmg this five- 
year period and would be paid by the federal government. Daring the compensation period, 
federal, state, and private orgemizations must either purchase the land os sdditional publiciy 
owned habitst for bison snd other wildlife or enter imto 2 conservation easement with the 
isndowner which would prechade castle grazing im the fature for appropriate compensation. 


If the rancher chooses to modify the type of stock on his or her land, any loss in revenue 
from the new operatica compared to the old operation would be compensated by the USDA 
through fimds allocated to the National Brucellosis Eredication Program, a cooperative program 
between the USDA and the states to eradicate brucellosis im domestic livestock. 


lf the rancher chooses to construct s fence, vaccinate, snd subject cattle to testing, all 
coats would be paid by public funds Agencies would collectively esteblinh « fund to pay for 
materials end labor to constrect fences and to compensete property owners for 
certain demage caused by bisoa The USDA, using finds allocated to the National Brucellosis 
Eradication Program, would pay for the com and sdmimistretion of the vaccine. The USDA and 
the Moataas Department of Livestock will split the com of anaual testing for all test-cligible 
cattle. The testing requirement would only be applicable if bison and cattle were kn wa to heve 
occupied the private land im question at the same time between Jasuary and Juiy, when the 
theoretical risk of transmission is highest. 


The mupiementation of any of these strategies woul. reduce the alleged risk of bacteria 


Despite the millions of dollars and countless hours spent on developing s veccine, the 
agencies have still not found a safe and efficacious vaccine for use ia bison or elk. In addition, in 
pursuit of 2 vaccine, hundreds if not thousands of healthy animals, many cf whom were removed 
from the wild, have been used in terminal testing the vaccine. Even if, by chance, a 
veccime were found, the agencies would still have to design and develop « humane and efficient 
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vaccine delivery sytem The agencies hsve suggested thet remote delivery of the vaccme 


consumed by each suimal and impacts to noe-target species. 


The vaccimation of bison and other wildlife against brucellosis is wanecessary 
there is no law requiring the eradication of the becteris from these epecies and because risk 
management alternatives (such ss those discussed shove) are lees costly and problematic and 
. Furthermore, vaccinating bison and elk ageinet a disease that 


wildlife. Veccimation is s tool used in the livestock mdustry aad, im this case, should be required 
for use in cattle, sot wildlife. 


6 DO NOT QUARANTINE WILD BISON. QUARANTINE IS 
IMPRACTICAL, PROHIBITIVELY COSTLY, INHUMANE, WASTEFUL, 
AND UNNECESSARY. 


Several of the alternatives analyzed ia the DEIS propose the construction aud operation 

of a bison quarantine facility as an option for management. The agencies should immediately 
abandon any further consideration or discuszioa of this option for the reasons listed below. 
First, quarantine is not, and cannot be, cost effictive. The DEIS catimetes that the quarantine 
facility would cost $500,000 to $800,000 to build, and $400,000 to operate snaually, to support 
50 bison. In addition, the anaual costs of operating the crpture facilities, from which some bison 
would be obtained for quarantine, are $677,000 for all the agencies combined. Since the agencies 
estimate thet 132 to 137 bison will be captured cammally under the preferred skernative, ihe costs 
for capturing 50 bison per year for quarantine is approximately $250,740 (more than $5,000 per 
animal). These costs do not include the costs of scquiring land for the quarantine facility o: the 
one-time costs of constructing the capture facilities ($370,000) Using these estimetes, and 
essuming thet 50 bison per year will be released from the aneual cost of quarantine, 
excluding one-time construction costs, would be more than $13,000 per animal If the one-time 
quarantine snd capture facility construction costs and land scquisitica costs sre considered, and 
if it is asoumed thet far fewer than $0 animals (if any) will be released cock year from quarentine, 
the per animal cost skyrockets. 


This option is clearly not cost-effective, end if implemented would represent s mukti- 
million dollar fleecing of America. The milfions of state and federal tax dollars thet the agencies 
appear willing to spend on a quarantine facility could be fer better spent on vaccinating cattle, 
buying out grazing allotments, 


compenssting landowners for property damage, constructing 
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bison-proof fences sround cattle pastures on private lands, aad scquiring sdditional winter 
habust for Yellowstone's wildlife. 


Second, blood tes! negative animals should not be removed from the ecosystem In the 
DEIS, the agencies currently propose to remove “surplus” blood test negative animals, yet there 
are no criteria or standards to define when a bison is “surplus.” Moreover, these sero-negative 
animals cither have never been exposed to the bacteria, have been exposed and have completely 
cleared the bacteria, or have a nstural genetic resistance to infection — these are precisely the 
animals who should not be removed from the ecosystem for amy resson Similarly, blood test 
positive bison — animals who may not be infected or mfectious and may heve developed an 
immumity to the bacteria - also should not be removed from the cocsystem for sleughter, as is 
the current practice. Finally, establishing and operating « quarantine facility for the management 
of wild bison is antithetical to the concept of managing wildlife like wildlife. 


Third, the quarantine protocol is imordimately restrictive. The protocol, which wes 


candidates for release. If a quarantined animal should st any time during quarentine be blood test 
positive, that animal must be slaughtered In addition, any bison kept im the same corral or 
pesture as the test positive snimal exher has to be sdaughtered or has to restart the cutire 

protocol Givea the imscouracy of the imitial blood test and the stress associsted with 


may ever be released from quarantine. Some believe that this was the imcut of the livestock 
agency and imdustry officials who designed the suaraatine protocol. 
Assuming that the quarantine facility 1 buik snd that some bison sctually are released 


acceptable alternative to protecting Yellowstone's bison im the wild 


oO 


SUuOUNIYsU] JDUOYDINPT puv uoyvzuv3si-C) 


81Z 


YELL-9382 contd. 


8 DO NOT REESTABLISH A PUBLIC HUNT OF BEESON IN MONTANA. 
A BISON HUNT IS UNSPORTING, UNETHICAL, AND ENTIRELY 
INCONSISTENT WITH HUNTERS' CONCEPT OF FAIR CHASE. 


proposal to reestablneh bum for buon im Montana mast aot be approved a 
= - —_ to reestablish « “fair chase” bunt 


protection, acclimated to and trusting of the presence of numans. Tine stobd vamperamest amc 
scceptance of humans m thear vicinity hes made than moredibly populw and photogens sanaals 
for millions of visitors. As a reemk of these imteractions, Yellowstone bison have virtually no fear 
of people either wih cameras or with guns As wes demonstrated im 1969 and 1990 when 
Moatans previously permitted public hunting of bison, there was no challenge and no “sport” m 
shooting 2 Yellowstone bison. As The Pund for Animsis documented im video footage of the 
1989 lum, bison were not routmely killed with the firs shot and suffered immeasurable pein 


before dymg, 


ln addition, ss proposed im the preferred aktersative, bison bmating opportunities would be 
permitted both on the sorthern and western cides of YNP. On the western side, for 
bison who are captured sad tem mogative could be released omto public isads outside of YNP 
oaly to find themselves the targets of hunters. This sherastive would effectively preveat bison 
from occupying public or private lands outside of YNP. On the northern side, bison who have 
historically been protected from bumen haresement in the Eagle Creek/Bear Creek portion of the 
Gallatin National Forest, will become targets of huaters. As a result, there could be no public or 
privute Lunds azywhere in Montana on which bisca would be permitted without the potential for 
persecution. 


Finally, the greesome and disturbing imaage of bumers shooting YNP bison st pomt-blazk 
range broadcast on television will imdisputably have pegetive implications for all hunters and all 
humming 


I. RECOMMENDATIONS 
For the ebove reasons The Florida recomsmends that the NPS ssiect 


srosgly 
the Bison Alternative. We also request s full copy of the Final EIS an.d Record of Decision. 


Sincerely, 


Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn, MMMM on September !, 1998 


Comment No. 14915 
Manley K. Feiler 
Florida Widlife Organization 


Thank you, and good afternoon. I'n Manicy Fuller, president of the Florida Wildlife 
Organization, a conservation organization with 40,000 members and supporters primarily in the 
state of Florida. Our orgamization strongly supports fish and wildlife conservation and outdoor 


We believe wildlife are a public resource to be managed by wildlife professionals. We join with 
the Wyoming, Montana, and National Wildlife Federations in support of the Citizens’ Plan to 
save the Yellowstone bison herd. This plan is superior to the proposed alternatives in the Draft 
EIS in a number of ways, primarily in that it is based on scientific wildlife principles; it works 
with private landowners and those who graze cattle on public lands to reduce risks even below 
the current extremely low level of risk of brucellosis transmission; it provides for bison to follow 
their natural survival instincts by increasing movements to lower elevations during severe 
winters. The plan fosters the conservation of bison by allowing bison which test negative for 
bruceflosis that venture onto private lands where they are not wanted to be relocated to Native 
Amencan lands or other public lands or taken during fair chase hunts. In this way, we can bring 
back one of the crown jewels of American wildlife, a magnificent animal whether hunted or 
photographed. 


They are a real draw to Easterners or Southerners like myself and thousands of our members. 
Last year I came to Montana, and bison were high on mry list to see, and | was not disappointed. 
Great bulls snorting and pawing, shoving dust in the late afternoon; cows looking not so 
interested in the scene, and yearlings playing and staying a little out of the fray. That vision of 
nature played out on broad vistas is one Americans should be able to experience. We believe 
they will pay to do so and return with their children and tell their friends. This will continue and 
add greatiy to local economies through resource-based recreation. 


Bison have meaning to Native Americans and peopic like me, as well, who see m bison and elk a 
bit of our past, and this quickens the pulse and makes us feel very alive. | believe that there is 
still a bit of the Plezstocene hunter who drew images of great beasts like the bison on cave walls 
in us today. 


To some of you Western folks who may be wondering, what's this greenhorn here for? Well, the 
bison is a vital component of American's wildh fe heritage and a living, breathing example of an 
amimal brought beck from the brink of extinction. Thank God for men of vision like Roosevelt 
and Homaday and others whose actions led to the re-establishment of a sustainable bison 
population in Yellowstone. We in the cast wiped out bison and clk 200 years ago and today, 
where possible, we are working to restore our native wildlife. As a boy in western North 
Carolina, | swam in Buffalo Creek, and the eastern landscape is dotted with many buffalo place 
names from Florida to the northeast. I have read an ancestor's letter of travel to Leadville, 
Colorado, from the 1880s deacribing passing vast piles of bison skulls along the railroad. 
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| and many of the Federation's members come to the Rockies to hunt, fish, and visit public parks 
and conservation lands. When we come, we spend and benefit the economy. ["ll be back in the 
fall stretching my leg. end being outwitted by a bull cik. 


Many people are not happy thet the State of Montana conducted the bison siaughter with 
essentially no scientific besis. This approach by state livestock bureaucrats seems to be an 

from the 1870s, not what wildlife management should be in the iste 1990s. We believe 
the EIS should be redrawn following the Citizens’ Plan. The other alternatives ail fail to reach 
the conservation potential of bison and place far too much control with the Montana State 
Livestock Board and state veterinarian, who have not distinguished themselves in this matter. 
The State Wildlife Agency in Montana should be in the lead in bison management in Montana. 
The livestock board and veterinarian should see that cattle m potential contact areas are 
vaccinated. Alternatives based on trapping, handling, and vaccinating thousauds of bison and 
perhaps clk in Yellowstone are impractical, and the current vaccines are experimental and 
problematic in bison and elk. 


We want free-ranging bison on public lunds in the Yellowstone ecosystem managed by wildlife 
professionals. We support cattle vaccinations and temporal and spatial separation of cattle and 
bison and pursuit of alternatives which allow bison to move outside of Yellowstone on public 
and privaic lands where cooperative agreements with landowners are possible. 


We salute the work of the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation/Royal Teton Ranch Land Exchange 
and Conservation Easement Proposal. This plan should encourage similar prompts when 
possible. We, in concert with NWF and the Montana and Idaho Wildlife Federations, request 
that you adopt the holistic Citizens’ Plan as your management alternative. 


This concludes our orai testimony. We will provide more detailed written comments and 
analysis w' ‘hun the comment period. 


Thank you very much. 


YELL 10,305 


oof. 9, 1998 


TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 
WRITING IN SUPPORT OF OPTION 7 REGARDING SNOWMOBILS 
IN YELLOWSTONE PARK. THANK YOU. 


FOREST LAKE MINNESOTA SNOWMOBIL CLUB 
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My nanx is Jonsthen, and I'm here today on behalf of Frente Zapatista We're 
an organization that is very interested in the cultural survival and of 
endogenous people throughout the Americas, particularly in Chiepes, Mexico, but we also work 
locally with westem Shoshoni people, Ute poopie, Navajo people and others. And we're very 
interested in this issue. 


And we see this issuc — we're very appalled and disgusted at what's happened to the bison herd 
in Yellowstone over the last couple of years and attacks on the buffalo. And we sec these attacks 
and any future attacks the same way we would sce the relocation of Navajo peopic off of Big 
Mountain to make way for s coal mine or the attacks on the Chiapas, on the indigenous people of 
Jiana, or on the continuing imprisoument of Leonard Paitier, and that is simply the latest chapter 
of 500 years of conquest and genocide and ecocide on this continent by European peoples. 


Prom what | understand, what | have seen from the evidence and the information on this issuc, 
there is no reliable scientific evidence leading to the kinds of attacks that have happened or the 
kind of attacks that are being proposed by the government for the future. We think this is 
completely ridiculous and appalling and that it's about time after 500 years that we, as European 
settlers on stolen land, start to recognize some of these issues and bring an end to the destruction 
that we have brought to this continent. 


We don't support ary of the plans that the government has put forward at all, and we do feel that 
any plan that's going to be umpicmented concerming the management of the Yellowstone buffalo 
should, No. 1, take into sccount the advice of native peoples, and No. 2, should put the survival 
of the buffalo herd as a free-roaming herd, that that should be the No. | priority in any plan 
dealing with the so-called management of these buffalo. 


So that's about all I have to say, and | stress again that we are completely appalled and disgusted 
a what's beng proposed, and we hope that none of these options will be selected. And if any of 
them are, you can guarantee that people like myself throughout the western United States will be 
doing everything we can, regardicss of what the laws might state, to stop any further slaughter of 
the buffalo from happening. Thank you. 


Friends 
yeLt-“4 of 
Animals 


July 15, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Denver Services Center 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


To whom it may concer: 


On behalf of Friends of Animals, with more than 200,000 members, | 
am writing to state our opposition to aspects of the Environmental Impact 
Statement concerning the long-term management of Yellowstone bison. We 
are opposed to the killing of bison by state and federal officials due to an 
unfounded fear of brucellosis being transmitted from bison to cattle. Due to 
scientific evidence that suggests thet transmission of brucellosis from bison to 
cattle is negligibic, it seems unjustifiable that “management” techniques in the 
form of bunting and slaughtering are to be employed. 

A more credible, scientifically legitimate plan to “manage” bison 
should be implemented. More responsible solutions may inciude: 


- requiring cattle be vaccinated 
- prohibiting cattle from grazing on public lands during various times 


of the year, depending on bison migrations, and 
- prohibiting the use of snowmobiles in the park 


We urge you to revise the bison management pian and to incorporate non- 
lethal management techniques. 


Sincerely, 
flint y 
Outreach Coordinator 
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Bison Plan EIS Team 

National Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Brensom, 
Sr ee 
-~ enti eal the State of Montana and Yellowstone National 
Sincerely, ae 
Wrisclla Ira 
Priseille Feral 
President 
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Enclosures 


Friends of Animals 
COMMENT 
On the Draft Environmental Impact Statemcat 
For the Interagency Bison Management Pian 


Friends of Animals supports Alternative 2: Minimal Management as the lesser of seven 
evils proposed for the Interagency Bison Management Plea. {t is our opinion that 
Altscuative 2 also hes a avmbcr of weaknesses, but they are not as debilitating as those 
found in the other alternatives. 


After careful rcvicw end study of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Friends of 
Animals has concluded there are a number of considerations which are inadequately 
eddressed in the documem. Foremost among these are the perspectives taken, perticularty 
by the U.S. federal agencies involved. While there is an inordinate measure of precaution 
devoted to protection of the livestock industry, there is inadequate concern devoted to the 
well-being of the bison and their habitat. 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statcment’s ideutification of issues and objectives 
neglects to erunciate positions which seek to champion the interests of the bisons 
themselves, as well as the interests of the natural ecogystems in which thay live. 
Although there is concern with population, distribution and health of the bison, we 
pesceive that these reflect management concerns more than the more fundamental 
involved. And even these management concerns are submerged 


ecological 
beneath a flood of other bumen-use priorities such as recreation, socioeconomics, safaty, 
cultural and visual resources end, of course, irvestock. 


It is the opinion of Priends of Animals that the bison ere American national treasuses. 
They are living, sentient elements of the country's native ecology with a right to existence 
established by evolution thrnngh the millenia upon this land. It is farther our opinion that 
the “right to existence” is not merely a right to be proteceed from extinction. Rather, i is 
a right to exercise the broad repertoire of biological and behaviors! activities that buve 
evolved with the species. 


YELL-5937 contd. 
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Indeed, the modom age has introduced a discouraging succession of conflicts in which 
humo intentions comtradict the interests of other species. And with outrageous 
consistency, such conflicts have been resolved to satisfy those human imteations. The 
ocer extinotion of the bison « century ago is one of the more conspicuous exaanpies of this 
attimde. But present attitudes and management schemes for bison also reflect this biss. 


It is the opinion of Friends of Animals thet government agencies have onddied the 
livestock industry tov much and too long. Politicians have made promises to reform the 
situation. But even modest promises, such as requiring the cattle industry to psy a fur 
price for the public lands it leases, have been beoken The outle inchmtry is unfairly 
exploiting the nation's natural wealth, while foisting ea unwholcsome diet upon the 
American public. Heart disease, which is exacerbated by high consumption of red meat, 
is America’s namber one health risk. Catering w the economic interests of the cattle 
industry makes their products cheaper, which stimulates consunption. 


Among inagy others, the bison sien are paying the price for such governmental largoss 
and misfeasance. 


Precautions sssnciated with the epidemiology of brucedlosis are indicative of the problem. 
To start with, there is likelihood thet such precmutions are superfluous since there is 20 
indication that brucellosis has ever been transmisted from free raging bison to cattic. 
Nevertheless, draconian measzres to prevent something which, to the best of our 
knowledge has never happened, have been implemented and even more drastic measures 
are proposed. 


Given the discrepancy between the number of bison that have tested seropositive for 
brucellosis while providing negative culuure limue, Friends of Animals wonders. 


A. If it could be the cattle industry that is responsible for introducing the disease which 
now infects the bison, and is therciure :esponsible for putting onc of our national 
treasures at risk. If this is so, it is our opinics that the interagency group should be 
demanding more of the cattle industry, and insisting that they make sacrifices to enhance 
the protection uf the bison, and 


B. If, altenatively, brucellosis is indeed endcmic to the bison, why the partners 
respuusible for creating the intoragcncy management plan are committed “to the eventual 
elimination of brucellosis in bison and other wildlife” as a stated objective. 


Friends of Animals Cuuupent Page three 


it is the position uf Fricads of Anime/s thet roeponsible stewardship of nature involves the 
careful protection of the manifold ecological dynamica that are indeed the expression of 
life in netucal communities. Nature! predation, disease and other mortality factors 
evolved as integral parts of such dynamics and sheuld act be arbitrarily eliminated, 
particularly to satisfy the self-imterests of an already overly powerfol industry 


Frum either perspective, ciforty should be made to datarmine the true origin of hrucelbonis 
infections with a high degree of confidence. If it is as exotic as the cattle which overrun 
too much public land, the cattle industry should drew back ins livestock and pay for the 
clumination of the discesc from the astive wildtife they are responsible fr infecting. If 
bruceilosis is endemic to native fauna, then it should be tolerated as an organism which 
has co-evalved with other species and deen a netural, integral clement of ecological 
dynamics in the American wilderness. 


The concept of protecting native endangered species applies as much toBrucella abortus 
as it would to Bison bison, not only to protect the. right to existence for the individual 
species, but slso to protect the dynamics that define thear netural ecological relationships. 
Such dynamics are also vital parts of the “natural exvirommental conditions” which 
should dictate bison populations according tn the terms of Alternative 2. 


Friends of Animals is an organization with e member:hip thet ts almusi wially comprised 
of U.S. citizens. Our members sre pert of the people on whose behalf the government 
exercises stewardship over national treasures, iachuding national perks, range lands and 
bison. From this perspective, and on behalf of our membership, we call upon the 
interagency group to afferd greater attention to the well-being of the bison and their 
natural ecological milicu. These are our national treasures. We do not want their well- 
being sacrificed to accommodate a self-serving industry. 


Ove interests are best served by Alternative 2 (with some modifications. We do not 
believe bison should be Hable to “lethal contro!” if sey wander on to private property acy 
racre than ranchers should be liable to the same consequences if they innocently wander 
on to public property.) We believe the discontinuing of “grooming” winter roads is in the 
interests of the bison and better scounsnudates those nature! conditions with which they 
evolved. Although we agree with the concept of modifying “public grazing allotments” 
to accommodate bison, we would prefer thet such practices be identified with a more 
precise description, such « “special-interest grazing allotments on public land.” 
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Feukral agencies are employod to function on behalf of the public. We, too, are part of 
the American public. As such, we call upon federal merabers of the interagency group to 
resist the special interes benefits which could otherwise accrue to the cattle industry, and 
to adopt Alternative 2, with benevolent modifications, for the management and well- 
being of the Yellowstone bisoa. 


Respectfully submitted, 


APD 


a terete te Thunderbird Hovel, IRIE Stoshone Room, 
On 


October 6, 1998. 


Comment No, 15270 
Linda Hatfield 
Friends of Animals sad Their Lavironment and Faith 


Good afternoon. I have enjoyed ail of your talks today. [ am Linda Hatfield. 1 am going to be 
representing myself and | am also going to be representing Friends of Animals and Their 
Gavironment and Faith. 


Since 1989 more than 3,000 Yellowstone buffalo have been shot or slaughtered because ranchers 
feared that buffalo may spread a disease called brucellosis to domestic cattle, to their cattle. As 
we also heard today, that there has not been a documented case to make this true. The bison 
management plan for the state of Montana in Yellowstone National Park proposed in the Draft 
EIS calls for the continued capture and slaughter, agency shooting, public hunting, quarantine, 
vaccination of Yellowstone buffalo. Simply put, that Draft EIS is not addressing this issue 
through good sound science, rather it is based on politics raised from fears, a lack of 
understanding, and moreover, a lack of tolerance coming from the ranchers. Where there are 
conflicts between people and wildlife, there are needs for solution. However, for way too long 
the so-called solutions have been to simply kill the animals. This approach only leads to a cycle 
of continued destruction. Society values are changes. There is an awakening for a need for 
environmental responsibility and appreciation for diversity and humane solutions. Solutions that 
will keep wildlife alive, yet resolve the conflicts. 


With that said, there are good sound bison alternatives which call for bumane and sensible 
Management strategy to solve the controversy surrounding buffalo, cattle and brucellosis. First 
off, the buffalo must be treated like wildlife, not as domestic livestock, cattle. Agencies should 
require the vaccination of the cattle, not of the buffalo. The capturing and slaughtering of 
Yellowstone buffalo must stop. Cattle grazing should be eliminated on public lands. The 
buffalo is a great symbol! of this continent. Again, | stress that these animals are wild and should 
not be treated like domestic livestock. Buffalo should be allowed to use public lands without any 
restrictions. | have always had great trouble in understanding why ranchers have boon granted a 
great privilege in using public lands to raise their cattle. Raising their cattle is their livelihood. 
Why are they allowed to use public lands for their own personal benefit? Snowmobiling is a 
recreation that is widely done in Yellowstone. The groomed trails make it easy for buffalo to 
exit the park. Sadly, when they do exit the park, they are killed. In addition, the groom trails 
alter the buffalo movement and their population size. Furthermore, snowmobiling in general on 
the groomed trails cause many harmful effects to the park's ecological system as a whole. The 
park must prohibit snowmobile use end grooming. In doing so, it will help natural factors to 
contro! the buffalo population. 


Sport hunting of Yellowstone buffalo is anything but sport. Actuaily, it is entirely inconsistent 
with the hunters’ concept of fair chase. The Buffalo living in Yellowstone have become very 
trusting of people, because the park for many years has protected them. Many people that visit 
the park take time to photograph these wonderful animals. Because the buffalo have become 
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very acclimated to the presence of humans, they virmally have ao fear of a person holding a 
camera or 8 person holding 2 gum. in these so-called buffalo hunts, it has been documented that 
buffalo were not killed with the first shot, rather they suffered immeasurable pain before 
finally died. Sport hunting of buffalo is unetizical amd should uot be allowed. Of the Draft EIS, 
as | understand it, is nothing but a kill document and it must not be considered. There are good 


environmental alternstives that will give greater protection for the Yellowstone buffalo. 
Thank you. 
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1 WANT TO PROTECT 


THE WILD BUFFALO! 


| wane 09 preenn Vellowsesme Park's iree-coeméng baflicts. 
| oppose che DEIS's “Prefersed Alseruscive’ which will continent 
the unnecessary i@liing of budlinbo thas move to public bands 

cucsede the park insaead. | endorse che Citizens’ Flan w Seve Velhowsnone Dullnio, 
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To: Bison Management Plan E18 Teen ‘YELL-8639 
Wational Park Service, Denver Services Ceater YELL-191 
P.O. Box 25267 
Denver, CO 86225-6287 
Paz: (303) 969-2736 


Prom: Bitterroot ony &. 
National Park Service, Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 


Bison Management Plan BIS Teas 


Date: October 16, 1998 P. ©. Box 25287 

Subject: Bison Management Plan DEIS comments Denver, CO 80225-0287 

Dear BIS Team: 

Priends of the Bitterroot (FOB) opposes the OSi8‘'s “Preferred” Subject: Public comments on the Environmental Impect Stetement (EIS) to Manage 
alternative that is recommended by the State of Montana and the 

Pederal G..~. wm Bison who Live in Yellowstone National Park 

The Yellowstone herd is considered to be the last wild herd. We are ome Gp 

tiraly te the vaccinating of wild bisen. Bison must be The preferred Alternative 7 is ennscegtanio @s an option for managing bison in 
treated like wildlife, not manipulated as though they were just Yellowstone National Park for the following reasons: 


domestic livestock. 1.. Alternative 7 would treat wild bison like a herd of domestic 
te 


cattle, 
subjecting then trapping, testing. slaughter, end sport hunting. This ig not 


The Plan should completely prohibit any capture and/or slaughter of @ position that will be tolerated by the general public. 

bison inside or outside of Yellowstone National Park; om, The Goat of ae —, —— from bison to euntie mes MEVER 

The Plan should require the mandatory veccination of cattle - whether SS ~ RAY Ry Kak -- he 

grating on private lands or the public lands. that are in the vicinity government ‘s bison plan which threatens the wild heritage of the 

of the Yellowstone bison herd. =e oS er - —py | of Suthoustene. raya 
ezeo-cenging bdgen Gnd camnet Gumauede the beneeilenio-tees enatte af tentens 

The Pian should eliminate all cattie grasing on lic lands neeed eolat the t com. 

surrounding the park and instead d permit bison to freely use 6.. Shane chanié be Gp peutaelan Gdareiete enumaiahes Gee the Yehleustens 

these lands without interference. ee ES, See is the Sts | epi ¢ tec, without any schennitie 
animals. The size of the herd should be dictated by natural factors and not by 

The Plan should make provisions for acquisition of private lands for che Gand @ the 1i } 

bison around the Park. Conservation easements should be pursued where |  Ssintained with euch o en!! Gabor cf wletlt wreeweanemaye 

e to ° 
acquisition is not feasible 5 y rary ~ you Ane ~y- te oe = ve manage 
Professional wildlife biologists should be in charge of all bison cintekae che Guasthélion of samuuntite Go biamn's qovusel cuagens! Govensate. 


management, not the State's Veterinarians. trails that lure bison out of the park, and shut dow existing capture and 


P should take the management of bison trom the inept 
ens Sesastacet of State Lands (DSL) and instead vest 2.0 ee 5 an ashamed “8 our past woontnent of chs mogul ticent onion) 
that manageria] authority to the Department of Fish, Wildlife and choced’ Ghat, Gp ehiion aban nat at ae tak Rey Hy it, 
Parks - bison ere wildlife. These individuals were killed because they exited Yellowstone via snowncbile 
trails to find forage outside the . These animals are symbols of our country 
Please piace cur organisation on cr meiling liat fer the Bison and will be extremely valuable to future generations of Americans. 
Menegement Plan. Please send us the complete PEIS and ROD upon einsenstn. 


Kathy Richmond, Vice President 
Friends of the Wket 
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Oral testimony provided at the Colonial inn, MB on juty 27, 1998 


Comment Ne. 15237 
Steve Kelly 
Friends of the Wild Swan 
My name is Steve Kelly. I'm ing Friends of the Wild Swan, an 
environmental group based in 


We've been involved in this issuc a number of years and we're particularly upect with (2 1,100 
or so buffalo that were slaughtored a couple of winters ago. We've heard a lot about wha: . 
wrong in the government's plan. In a nutshell, it really permits bison to die needlessly. Wild 
buffalo will be confined and treated like livestock. It's a horrible waste of taxpayer dollars that 
could amount to spending in excess of $52 million, which is a pretty obscone figure. It has 
serious problems and hasn't evaluated the consequences of an outbreak of brucellosis, something 
I thimk is essential to any plan. Nor has it addressed the root causes of the problem. In addition, 
it's not a very good way to heip tribes build their herds and, m summary, it's basically based on 
rear-view mirror politics and not science. 


Tm here today to speak for an alternative plan. We call it Pian B for buffalo. | think it's the 
buffalo’s only alternative. Pian B is a: alternative to the costly government's plan. 


As a part of the Environmental Impact Statement, the government describes these seven 
alternatives which consider managing buffalo and the disease brucellosis, which some of the 
buffalo carry. The seven alternatives, however, offer few options and each option calls for the 
killing and confining of buffalo. Pian B, tte plan I'm here advocating today, involves no killing 
or confiming of buffalo and yet addresses legitimate disease management issues, and was 
developed by wildlife biologists and veterinarians to serve as a scientifically sound and cost- 
effective alternative for consideration. 


There are nine main points to Plan B and I'd like to share those with you today. Number onc, 
allow bison like all other wildlife to roam freely within the Yellowstone ecosystem. | don't want 
you to confuse that with Yellowstone Park. The Yellowstone ecosystem includes public and 
private lands outside the park. Of course, there are few restrictions on private lands where there 
is obvious property damage occurring. 


The second point is to calculate the ecological carrying capacity for bison in areas outside the 
park, as is done for elk, decr and other species, and manage the population outside the park to 
maintam these numbers. 


The third point is to ensure that wildlife, including bison, receive preference over livestock on 
pubhc lands designated as wildlife habitat. These lands are designated wikilife habitat by the 
Forest Service today. If conflicts exist between wildlife and livestock on these lands, remove 
livestock, not bison from the conflict areas. 


Offfer compensation to persons incurring property damage as a result of free-roaming bison. This 
will require s fund which should be established by cavironmental groups much the same as funds 
that have been estabhshed to compensate for property damage from other predators in other parts 
of the northern Rockies. 


The next portion of Plan B for buffalo deals with the disease management aspects of the plan. 
‘Wen a safe and effective brucellosis vaccine is available for bison, vaccinate the Y ellowstouc 
bison by 2 dart or oral vaccine. Take the following cost-cffective measures to further minimize 
the already minimal risk of brucellosis: A) limit existing grazing permits on public lands; B) 
require vaccination of cattle against brucellosis with RB-51 in the conflict zone, C) offer 
ranchers that are currently grazing their cattic on private lands im the conflict zone compensation 
or other incentives not to raise cattle om the land until brucellosis is eradicated from the bison; 
and D) for those cattle owners within the conflict zone who insist on having cow/calf operations 
instead of switching to stecr-only operations or to other livestock and who wish not to accept 
compensation not to raise cow/calves for the period of 15 years, haze those bison not classified 
by the federal government as low risk sway from those private lands where cattle are present. 


The underlying factors which cause brucellosis in Yellowstone bison are problematic and 
essential to pert of the solution. Urge Montana to accept the federal government's definition of 
low-risk bison and allow free movement like elk and other wildlife. Urge all states to respect the 
brucellosis classification assigned to the states by the federal government and, lastly, modify 
Montana's zero tolerance policy to one more consistent with modern diseas« risk management 
adopting scientifically based acceptable levels of risk. 


L7 


Oral testimony proveded oi the Virginian Convention Conse (ERE meee, 
on August 10, 1998 


Thank you. My name & Andrea Lococo. | am the Rocky Mountain coordinator of the Fund for 
Ammals. in addition to the following comments offered on behalf of oar astionwide 
membershép, including those uscambers who reside m the staiss of Montana, W yomung, and 
Idaho, our wildlife biologists will be submitting extensive written comments on the draft EIS 
before the comment deadhine. 


First, let me say that our organization's position is that the draft EIS is mherently flawed, because 
every aktemative stemus from the unattainable objective that scoms the eventual clumunation of 
brecelJosis im bison and other wildlife. Not only has this goal never been subyect to public 
review and comament, but the recently released report by the National Academy of Science 
confirms that achieving such a goel is logistically impossible. With thes in mind, the following 
remarks outline some but act all of the principal objections our orgamization has for the draft 
ELS. 


One, even though the draft EIS indicates that the nsk of bison tranemutting the bacteria thet 
causes the disease brucellosis to cattle is remote, all of the cternatrves suggest intrusive 
approaches to beon management that are sccntfically and ethacally groundless. For cxampic, 
whsch will ultumatety and unnecessarily reduce, through artificial means, the number of bison 
the perk. 


While the agencies have consistently declined to assess the nek of bacteria transmusmon, a 
sample risk essesucnemt besed on existing blood and tissue test results would indicate that lens 
than one female bsson in the entire population is even capable of potenually tranamsttng the 
bacteria. You, the agencies vested with the authority to determine the fate of Yellowstone bison, 
are obligated to develop 3 comprehensive nek management strategy that is not only scientifically 
sound but is also ethically justifiable and affords bison the protection they deserve. None of the 
seven alternatives presented docs tins. 


Two, the draft EIS states that the viability of ail alkernatives was conasdered withm the statutory 
and reguistory constramts of agency cooperstors. However, this claim is argnabi< given that the 
preferred alternative does not address the grooming of snowmobile trails. Despite a legal 
mandate to manage wildlife through national regulations, the Natonal Park Service has 
apparently elected to ignore the impact of trail grooming on bison populations, dynamics, and 
distnbution, as weil as ou other perk resources, even though considerable data has been collected 
indicating that the unpacts are significant and adverse. Yet, most alternatives, including the 
preferred alternatives, convemently ignore this documented research. It is a travesty to 
rationalize this faibere by claiming thet closure of the park replace undue snowmobiling stresses 
eurounding U.S. Forest Service lands when the US. Forest Service has the undemabie authority 


to regulate such activity on land under its jurisdiction. This curious megiect is no doubt at the 
behest of the State of Moutama and park gateway comsmunsties who rally for snowmobile access 
to the park but who are unwilling to allow bison recaprocal access to their communities when 
individual ansmals vuhze thoes very snowmobuc trails dunng winter months to exit the park. 
You have a duty to understand the dichotomy of attempting to allow Montana wo have it both 
ways. 


Thus transperent, self-serving effort by the State of Montana is nothing more then a 
bastardization of the publec trust. Aad the other scopung agencies are equally culpable for 
granting Mootana thew implicit and explicit approval by signing off on the preferred alternative. 


Three, there is no scientific justification for limiting the bison herd to an artificial popuistion 
range of | ,700 t 2,500 as recommended in the preferred alternative. Again, such an objective 
violates the United States National Park Service policy and national reguistions, and it flics in 
the face of counticss studies thet suggest that vegetative resources are healthy and thriving inde 
park boundaries. 


Four, under uo corcumstances should bison be treated as cattle. Bison are not domestic anumais. 
They are wildlife and should be managed as such. However, managing bison as wildlife docs 
O01 transiste unto estabhahmg « pubhc hunt of theer magnificent animals. More than 90 percent 
of ail fallen species are nongame smumais and, accordingly, are protected from the onslaught of 
sport hunters. If any asumal deserves such protection, bison certainly qualify after having been 
persecuted and slaughtered mercilessly during the last century. 

For the ressons mennoned, the Fund for Anireals urges the agencies to reject the alternatives 
outhned in the draft Environmental impact Statement. And we urge that they adopt the sensible 
approach that we developed ia our bison alternative. 


Thank you 


AA 
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Oral timony proved tthe Vigan Conc Co 


on August 10, 1998 


Good afternoon. My name is Michac| Markarian. I'm the campaign director of the Fund for 
Animals. In addition to the following comments offered on behalf of our 200,000 members in 
the United States, our wildlife biologist will be submitting extensive written comments on the 
EIS before the Octuber 16th deadline. The remarks outline some but not all of our concems with 
the EIS. Number |, even though the EIS indicates that the risk of bacteria transmission from 
bison to cattle is remote, all of the alternatives suggest intrusive approaches to bison 
management that are scientifically baseless. These alternatives rely on bunting, capture and 
slaughter, agency shooting, end quarantine, all of which will ultimately and unnecessarily reduce 
through artificial means the number of bison in the perk. 


Number 2, despite a legal mandate to manage wildlife through natural regulation, the National 
Park Service has apparently elected to ignore the impacis of repping on bison population 
dynamics and distribution ss well as on other park resources, even though considerable data have 
been collected indicating that the impacts are significant and adverse. Mosi alternatives, 
including the preferred alternative, conveniently ignores this documented research. 


Number 3, there is no scientific justification for limiting the bison herd to an artificial population 
range of 1,700 to 2,500 animals as recommended by the preferred aliernative. Such an objective 
violates the Nationa! Park Service's policy on natural regulation, and it fiies in the face of 

countless studies that suggest that vegetative resources are healthy and thriving mside the park. 


Number 4, under no curcumstances should bison be treated as cattle. Bison are not domestic 
animals. They are wildlife and should be managed as such. However, managing bison as 
wildlife does not translate into establishing a public hunt of these arumals. Yellowstone bison 
have been protected for years and are acclimated to humans. The notion that bison hunts would 
be conducted under the principle of fair trade is nonsensical and sheurd. 


Number 5, capture and slaughter, queremtine and vaccimation may be routine in normal practices 
im livestock management, but they have no place in wildlife management. Given the costly and 
extremely restrictive quarantine protocol, this option would represent a million dollar fleecing of 
America. Moneys used to construct, maintain, and operate capture and quarantine facilities 
would be better spent by purchasing lands, conservation easements, grazing rights, ct cetera, as 
additional winter raage for bison. Furthermore, the agency should mandate the vaccination of 
cattle rather than spend millions of dollars trying to discover a safe and effective vaccine for 
bison. 


Number 6, the U.S. Department of Agriculture does not have the legal authority to revoke or 
even threaten to revoke Montana's Bruceilosis-free status based on the mere presence of bison or 
elk in the state. Any indication to the contrary is simply faise. With relatively few cattle being 


grazed on public and private land cutside the park, it makes much more sense 10 eliminate or 
modify grazing practices to accommodate bison emigration from the park and io allow bison 
unrestricted use of public iands outside the park. 


Number 7, the EIS is legally flawed in many ways. Perhaps the most significant illegality is thet 
the EJS claums the state of Montana has complete discretion over bison management once bison 
eater the state. Yc. ° fails to disclose what this discretion may entail. The public is being asked 
to comment on dina ction, which is impossible. This lack of disciosure is blatantly illega! in the 
pubiic comment process. 


For the reasons mentioned, the Fund for Animals urge the agency to restrict the seven 
alternatives outlined in the EIS, all of which rely on lethal management tools that can only be 
described as cruel, unnecessary, and unacceptable. The Fund for Animals believes that our bieon 
alternative offers a comprehensive, scientifically justifiable, and humene strategy to resolve this 
ongoing controversy. Copses of the bison alternative are svailable in the next room, and it would 
implement many of the same strategies that were described in Plan B. [t would also address 
winter use practices and would prohibit the vaccination and sport hunting of bison. Thank you 
very aruch. 


AAT” 
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provided at the Sheraton Palace Hotel, Sea Cliff Room, fii 
IED on Specter 23 1996 pepe 


Comment Ne. 15197a, 

Virginia Handley 

Fund For Animas 

I'm Virginia Handley, theffiR coordinator for The Fund For Animals. Thank you for the 


Opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental impact Statement for the long-erm 
management of Bison in Yellowstone National Park i Montana. 


As you know, The Fund For Animais has been involved in this issue since 1985. As a result, 
officials and representatives of the Fund took a massive stand to expertise in bison management, 
brucellosis, and the impact of snowmobiles on wildlife and many of the other issues which are 
relevant to the ongoing debate about the management of bison and brucellosis. 


And thus the Fund is umquely qualified to evaluate the merits of the EIS. In addition to the 
comments that | will present at this meeting, the Fund will be submitting more substantive 
comments by the close of comment deadline. The EIS, as presently written, represents a 
significant failure by the agencies, including the National Park Service to devise a sensible, 
gumaue, and scientifically credible management plan for the Y ellowstone bison. Indeed, instead 
of retying on scientific evidence to formulate a managemem pian, the agencies have decided thai 
politics and the baseless fears of unsubstantisted speculation of the livestock industry should be 
the cormerstone of bison management in Yellowstone Nationa] Park. This is unacceptable, 
illegal, and offensive. 


Instead of basing its managemeny strategies on the rantings and ravings of the livestock industry, 
an industry responsible for introducing bruceila sbortus into Yellowstone's bison and an industry 
that has not taken a single affirmative step to help resolve this controversy, the agency should 
base management on valid and legitimate scientific evidence. If this approach were embraced 
then, since the scientific evidence demonstrates that there is little to wo risk of bacteria 
transtnission between bison and domestic livestock, the proposed management alternatives will 
presuinably be geared toward protecting, not persecuting these animals. 


As presently written however the EIS is woefully inadequate in several respects. First, the EIS 
provides no compelling evidence the bison pose a risk of bacteria transmission to domestic 
livestock. The available evidence suggests, that if there is any risk of transmission, it is so 
extremely remote that it docs not justify the enormous expenditure of time, money, effort, and 
most importantly bison lives implementing any of the management alternatives. Given the 
extremely remote risk of tranamission, the EIS is nothing more than a multi-million doilar 
fleecing of America. 


Second, instead of implementing reasonable and feasible humane and scientifically sound risk 
management strategies to further reduce the already insignificam risk of transmission, the 
agencies have elected to take the disastrous interim bison management plan and make it far 


sirstegy. instead of impicmenting cost effectrve and bumene strategses 10 minunize overiap 
between bison cattle, by setting down public grazing allotments, or tc reduce the sumber in 
greater bison movement oui of the park by prohsbstng snowmobiling, the agencies have decaded 
thet capuwre, icstng, shuughter, abooting, quaruntenng, and bunting sre preferable Tha daison 
is not consistent with the scientific evidence, will not preserve a frse-ranging bison populatios as 
is the intesst of the EIS and is not cost effective. 


The fumd ts unalterably opposed 10 many of the management strategies proposed by the agencies. 
A sport husst of national park bison is not sporting. It's not ethical and should not be condoned. 
These snimais have no fear of people, aud thres years of protection have become trusting. The 
concept of quarantine may be a feel good sotution in the eyes of the agencies, but it is an 
cxorbitam expense which wiil result in few, Uf amy, beson, over berg released from quavamtusc. 
Bven if some do survive, the seemingly restrictive Guavantine protocol providing them to Native 
Amencans for integration of domestic bison herds or to be made available as targets for hunters 
is not acceptable. Moreover, the fund opposes any strategy, including quarantine and 
vaccination, with the resultant of wildlife being treated like domestic livestuck. 


Third, it's high time the Nationa! Park Service prohibits ssowmobile use and trail grooming in 
Yellowstone National Park. The Pund Service is well sware of the impacts of these trails 20 
bison, and understands that bison use these traila, which contribute significantly to thei slau:cjmer 
outside the park. And instead of attempting to protect snowmobiles’ interest and those politiciane 
who embrace these, the Park Service must stand up for their principics, stand up for its wildlife, 
and shut Yellowstone's gates to snowmobiles. 


Fourth, the EIS is legally deficiemt. Not only does it fail to provide a proper analysis of the 
impect of snowmobiles in groomed trails on bison, but is also fails to disclose relevant 
information regarding the risk of bacteria tranamiasion between bison end cattle. In addition, the 
preferred alternative is woefully inadequate becamee the proposed management of nson outside 
of Yellowstone is not disclosed. It's impossible for the public to comment on the enviroomental 
impacts of bison management outside of Y ellowstone. in fact, that's not identified in the EIS. 


Finally, the fund encourages the agencies to abandon the EIS in :ts entirety m favor of the bison 
alternative, a copy of which will be attached to these conmments. The bison alternative was 
created by a wildlife biologist, who works with the plan and provides a more sensibic, humane, 
and scientifically credible solution to the management of bison cattle and brucella abortus in the 
greater Yellowstone ecosystem than any of the alternatives offered by the agency. Thank you. 


For attechanent of “Beso. Alescastive” see 
Schuber: & Associates, YELL-14714 
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Oral testimony provided ai the West Yeilowsione Confer ace hotel, Si ns 
on August 13, 1998 


doe Getkeski 

Galesin Wikiitie Assectation 

Thank you for allowing tus name is Joc Gutkoski. | represeat the Gallatin 
Wildlife Association, which local rod and gun club. 


migratory buffalo are a unique wildlife assct to Montana 
and to the nation, and the Montana of Livestock has turned it into a liability. 
Taxpayers have paid millions of dollazs to bring back the buffalo from the brink of extinction. 
Certamly, we can fashion s fair Montana solution that shares a email comer of our laad with our 
native buffalo. 


The Draft EIS suathored by the interagency planning team docs not solve the problem and 
continues the buffalo killing at a large cost to the taxpayers. The Department of Livestock treats 
our wild buffalo as livestock. But they should be managed as wildlife and returned to the 
Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks. This will require legislative action. That is why the 
Gallatin Wildlife Association strongly endorses the Citizens’ Pian to save the Yellowstone 
buffalo. 


Brucellosis is a zenious bovine disease. We don't want it transmitted to our cattle or to weaken 
our brucellosis-free status. To counteract the spread of brucellosis, we must keep buffalo and 
cattle separated. Get the cattle off the buffaso winter range on the Galistin National Foresi. 


Eusopean cattle transmitted brucellosis to American wildlife. It was first detected in 
Yellowstone buffalo in 1917. in 1934, the USDA, Department of Agricultural, began a 
brucellosis eradication program, and 3.5 billion in federal, state, and private funds have been 
spent in this effort. 


If we can meld science with policy, | am sure we can resolve this problem. if we can separate 
cattle from buffalo, we can bring this discase within acceptable limits and it will eventually work 
itself out. We must reduce infection rates in elk. Otherwise, reinfection of bu ffalo is inevitable. 
Only one or two percent of the elk in the northern range ere infected. Seventy-seven percent of 
the elk in the Jackson winter feeding ground are infected. Scientists say if we quit feeding 
wintering elk in Jackson, the disease would eventually disappear in elk. And | hopefully think we 
can do the same with buffalo. 


If we are to maintasn a core herd of Yellowstone buffalo, we must acquire additional winter 
range in the Gardiner area and in the West Yeilowstone Besin, through conservation easements, 
leases, land exchanges, fee title purchases from willing sellers, or buying the cattle out outright 
it is important that we support the Forest Service's land exchange and purchase with the Church 
Universal and Triumphant. 


The A:nerican Buffalo Foundation is trying to raise 2 fund to assist impacted cattlemen who are 
Operating on buffalo winter ranges and migration corridors. Some people ask me, “Where are 
you going to stop? Emigrant? Livingston? Billings? Omaha?" No. We want to protect a visble 
buffalo herd on public land separated from domestic cattle. 


On particularly hard winters, the buffalo need to drop down to lower elevations for winter 
forage, cepecially since a lot of the good winter range inside the park is occupied by employee 
housing, administration, concessionaires, and park permitees. Let's get them out of there, too. 


We can have a sustainable, wild, migratory buffalo herd that summers on the lush high ranges of 
the park and winters on the lower ustional forests and Montana state wildlife ranges. Population 
control is important. Buffalo will reproduce and occupy all of their range if allowed, and they'll 
exceed the carrying capacity of the winter range. We can transport bracellosis-free buffalo to 
other public wildlife ranges and Indian Reservations. We can re-cetablish discrete 

permitted public hunts outside the park boundaries. Fish, Wildlife & Parks could use these funds 
to purchase additional buffalo, elk, and bighorn winter ranges. 


Thank you 
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Oral testimony provided ut the Colomal ina, (RMB on july 27. 1998. 


My name is Joe Gutkoaki and I'm representing the Gallatin Wildhife Association 

we endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstoae Buffalo. Now, the interagency 

commuttes's teson mansgement plan continues the killing st a coat to taupeyers of over a mlhon 
dollars. That plan is just the same oid snuff end | thimk a majority of Amencans want the 
Yellowstone buffalo to remain wild and free roaming. 


The mteragency‘s plen treats them as livestock. Ws should allow the buffaic t migrate outside 
the park on public-owned wildlife winter ranges where a core herd of buffalo can survive. 
Yellowstone Park m severe winter years is not really a complete life system for the buffalo. They 
need to leave the park in severe winters and go outside on public land to winter, and we should 
allow tne buffalo to migrate on public-owned winter ranges. 


Acquisition of additional winter ranges is the key hare. It's the responsibility of the State Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks and the Forest Service to scquire additions! winter ranges from willing 
sellers. 


Buffalo should be managed as native wildlife by wildlife professionals. We should transfer the 
management of buffalo to the Montana State Fick, Wildirfe and Parks from where it should never 
have lef. Gei the livestock people out of managing our wild buffalo. 


The population goals should be developed for winter ranges and we musi develop moentrves for 
ivestock grazers to modify thei operstions to acocmmodate wintering wildlife. Where we can’ 
separate the buffalo from the livestock, then livestock should be imoculated. 


Yellowstone Park has tc be managed as a perk, not as « livestock ranch or a stockyard. We must 
eliminate snowmobile roads within the perk which provide buffalo with a route outude the park. 
We should allow the buffalo to use public lands outside the boundanes of the park without 
interference. We musi change the grazing perméts m the Horse Butte aves © sccommodete 
buffalo. That's im the West Yeilowstone basin west of the park. Again, x's mnportant to acquire 
wildlife ranges, buffalo winter raages by conservation easement leases or purchases ar 
exchanges co lands sdjacent to the park. 


This construction of traps and quarantine facilities is gomg to cost $1,150,000 not counting the 
land it's built on | think we could maintain the carrying capacity of buffalo in the area. 
Popalation control is very importam. This can be acconsplished by transfernng emmais to the 
indian reservations, a certain amount of discrete bunting, bul not in the borrow pit of mghways 
and roeds where animal nghts end thear camcorders are apreading the information throughout the 
country. 


Special management areas should be cstublished in West Y cilowstone, the Jardine aad the 
Gardiner areas. Hunting should be allowed in these specsal management areas to control the 
pOpulatioa, 


in the present plan that the uteragency people sre puttimg out, the Bowrd of Livestock masatemns 
wrong suthority. | thunk suthonty for management should be with wildlife professionals in the 
Montana State Departmesst of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. Thank you. 
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October 28, 1998 


The Nationa! Bruceilosss Eradicution Program is nearing completion in the Unied States with an 
approxmmas: number of |2 brucellosis-infected cattle und domestic bison herds remaining in the 
enure coumry The only unchecked focus of brucellosis infection remaining 10 the entire county 
hes within the Yellowstone National Park avea t is disturbing to learn that the over population 
of beson in Yellowstone is aot only damaging the park. but threstening the national progress of 
eradxcating bovine brucetiosis. 


Please consider the United Sunes Anunal Health Associatoas (USAHA) alternatives presented 


YELL -LB31 


September 27, 1998 


Gison Management Pian E'S Team, National Park Service 
ATTN: Sarah Braneom DSC-RP 


P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-9901 

We ave Gih graders at Parkcrest Middle School We ae af 
about 12 years old. We discussed the National Park Cs) 


manage the Yellowstone Bison Herd with our Giri Scout Troop (Junior Troop 395, 
Phage, Tex} Our ede Teri McManus, has reviewed your Environmental 


Ree 
organizations, including the Montana Wikdille Federation, National Widile Federation 
anc the imer-Tribai Bison Cooperative. We ward the slaughter of the bison stopped. 
We wani buftaio returned to Natrve American tribal lands. We went buffalo on public 
lands to roam just as the Yellowstone ek do and be managed by widille 


We would like to suggest: 

1. Buftalo musi roam free on public land adjacent to the Park up to the “carrying 
capacity” of theee adjacent lands; f additional land is needed, the state and federa! 
agencies should acquire additional winter range next i the Park; 

2. As an atemative to destroying bison, excess healthy buffalo should be 
moved to indian reservations and other public lands: 

3. Bison are wikillle, not Bvestock and should be managed by wildlife 
professionals for enjoyment by the public in a wild and natural setling on public and 
wibal lends; 


4. Some of us have been to Yellowstone and seen tha bison, others heve not 
yet. This dosen’ matter! 


Those buffalo don’! belong to ary one special interest group. They belong to the 
Amarican people. As chiidren, we wart to viait them in the future, and we want our 
Children's children to do the sare. Please prove that the National Park Service really 
does listen to the cllizens, support the ‘Cilizen's Plan.” 

Thank you so much for hearing our opinion. We wil monitor the progress of this 
wiiile management plan. We woutd like to hear from you. 


Sincerely, 
Faitiya Pamishi Poe Me Manus fF = Sat, 
Jia ror Fun Toekson Jordan nen Lhe. bo 


mn int 


ome a. 
Grid Oe Brotegis 
er Me IQ animals ! 
C/o Teri McManus, 
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The Glasgow Area Chamber of Commerce and Agriculture, Inc. would like to offer the following 
comments regarding the Ycllowstone bison management draft EIS: 


1) Land or Easement Acquisition 
We are opposed to any type of acquisition of property. Over population of bison 
and elk in Yellowstone National Park will continue to occur if more land is acquired, because 


now overgrazing will occur in an even larger area. The population of the bison and elk herds. 


need to be decreased to a number that the Park can property manage. The solution is not to 
scquire more land, but manage land currently under Park management. Acquiring land also does 
not cradicate or prevent brucellosis and that is what needs to be done. 


2) Environmental Aspect 
The DEIS must analyze all the environmental impacts to vegetative and riparian 
resources, water quality, threatened and endangered species in order to determine 4 carrying 
capacity of bison and elk populations in the Park. We believe if this analysis is done in a proven 
scientific manner, the population of the bison/elk herds will need to be decreased. When the 
herds are decreased, the range will recuperate and the infected bison/elk will stay in the Park and 
not threaten the livestock industry in Montana and Idaho. 


3) Special Management Areas 
We object to these SMA's because they are in actuality expanding the Park's 
boundaries. 


Glasgow Chamber 
Bison EIS comments 
page 2 


4) Control of Brucellosis 
Brucellosis in bison . wuld be eradicated through aggressive testing of bison, 
destruction of discased bison, and vaccination of brucellosis free bison to prevent the disease. 


In summary, the Glasgow Area Chamber of Commerce and Agriculture, Inc. endorses 
Alternatives 5 and 6. We strongly oppose Alternatives 2 and 3. 


Sincerely yours, 


Pug 


vez 
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GRASSLAND HERITAGE FOUNDATION 
Soe ee 


October 12, 1998 


Serab Bransow 
laterageacy Bisco Management Pian, DSC -RP 
PO Box 25287 

Denver CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Branson, 


We amoerely hope thei « humane and respectful solution can be found to the highly symbolic issue 
of tue Yellowstone bison We think thei the Citizen's Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo is by fas 
the most thoughful and well-considered approach of any beang proposed. 


The kailing of tsson sumply because they cross the erbutrary boundary of the Park is unacceptable 
to most of the public who, nightly or wrongly suppose that this last wild herd is a protected part of 
our bentags. Obviously, the boundaries of the Park assed to be increased im order to accommodate 
the winter migration of the herd. Public lands adjacent to the park should be avaiblable to the 
buson. And private landowners could be compenssted if damages occured. 


The coucenns over brucellosis, that seem to be driving this issue, are being blown way out of 
proportion, if it is true that there has pever been « documented case of wild bison mmfecting cattle. 
There dossn’! seem to be the sams concern on the part of the cattle industry when it comes to elk. 
whach also carry the disease... 


And, finally, we seem once agai to be insensitive to the interests of the Indian peoples, who have 
a special regard for the bison as « sparitual symbol of the own survivel end prosperity. The idea 
of kalling animals thet could instead be relocated (should the hard actually get too large) is, quise 
sumply, abhorrent to the American public. We stremeusiy object te the resumption of that 
perry, 


We ase particularly impressed with the thoughtful and comprehensive nature of the Cidzens Plan. 
It seems to be a practical approach, as well. And we urge you to adopt it before winter arrives! 


Most suncereiv, 
Ann B. Simpson. President 
Grassland Heritage Foundation 
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Oct. 11, 1 
Bison Management Plan EIS Teens 
Notional Park Service 
P.0. Box 25287 


Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 
Dear Sirs/Mesdames: 


Following are comments concerning the Draft Environmental 
Impact State (DEIS) for the Yellowstone National Park 
Buffalo herd, 


First off, I must say that it ig absolutely necessary to 
reduce the number of Bison in the Yellowstone Park, as the 
increased numbers bas resulted in damage to the habitat 
of these animals, as well as other big game and saamal 
species in the park. This problem has also caused damage 
to private lands adjacent to the park and threatens the 
spread of brucellosis to private domestic livestock, 


For the acove reasons and the fact that alternatives 
2,3,5 and 6 would be highly harmful to winter recreation, 
especially the snowmobiling, and add to the problem of 
bison leaving the park, I @trongly support Alternative 7, 
the Park Service Preferred Alternative, The preferred 
Alternative should establish a carrying capacity within 
the park for bison, positive management of the bison pop-. 
ulation and does not effect the winter recreation and 
snowmobiling with road closures or road plowing, 


Thank you for considering these comments and it is ay 

hope that you will implement Alternative 7 and thus avoid 
the high cost of expanding Federal land eunseenty, restrict- 
ion on use of the park and finally, manage a healthy herd 
of burfalo. 


ae, 
Bernie A. sui tt, President of Grassroot for Multiple Use (GMU) 
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Great Plains Restoration Council 


YVELL-555 


Re: EIS on Yellowstone Bison “Management” 9/21/1998 
To Whom it may Concern: 


I ap director of an international, non-profit, grassroots 
organization, and am writing to say that I am si and 
disgusted with the racism with which you people treaphative 
bison. You know damn well tht it was ranchers who t 
brucellosis over here in the first place, and infected the sacred 
native wildlife herds. Now, continuing as pawns of a brutal 
livestock industry whose only family values are suppression, 
slaughter and extinction, you refuse to allow native wild bison 
their birthright of freedom to roam back onto their anceatral 
homelands. 


The GPRC demands that you treat bison like the sacred native 
wildlife they are, not like your filthy cattle. We demand that 
cattle--the original infectors of the diseasei!-- be vaccinated, 
not the bison. We demand the phase-out and complete elimination 
of livestagick grazing on our public lands, and bison, wolves, 
grizzlies, prairie dogs and all other native wildlife allowed 
full use of these lands without restriction. Most of the West 
is public land, especially Montana. Bison need to be allowed 
return to all of the Plains public land in Eastern Montana, 

with eventual working corridors connecting into the Dakotas, 
Nebraska, Wyoming, and down through the Central and Southern 
Plains to Mexico. We demand that you immediately prohibit the 
capture and slaughter of bison inside Yellowstone National Park. 
We also demand that you immediately prohibit the use of 
snowmobiles inside the Park. Have you no soul to not realize 
how snowmobiles, jet skis etc ruin the entire wilderness 
experience, not just for humans but for the animals who have 
much more sensitive needs directly relating to their survival?? 
This is a National Park, for God's sake! We are also vehemently 
against any sport hunting of Yellowstone bison. Let the rednecks 
shoot parked cars in the junkyard. Should be amme even sore 
“sporting”. Lastly, establishing a @ quarantine facility for 
Yellowstone's bison is sick, indefensible, and a total waste 

of millions of dollars. How convenient such a facility would 

be to clinch your ultimate desire to twist history so that bison 
and prairie dogs, etc. are viewed by the public as the invaders, 
the perpepetrators, and the cattle and the ‘helpless, tip o'the 
hat (poison and grinning death hidden underneath) ranchers as 
the victias. Native wildlife are the victims in 100% total, 

and you and the ranchers are the perpetrators of this diseased 
hatred. 


I look forward to your timely refighnse concerning the correction 
of your ill-advised “management” plans. 


$aPTARdkos/exec. dir./GPRC 


provided at the Stardust Best Western Motel, iis 
Gi = tage 18 


My name is Marv Hoyt and | am representing the Greater Yellowstone Coalition. | work for that 
organization, and | work out of an office here nD 


I would also just like to say that it seems unfortunate that after cight years of intense discussion 
about this issue of brucellosis and the possible bui not likely transmis™ ion from bison to elk or 
bison to domestic livestock, that the Park Service and the agencies chose the mouth of August, in 
the summertime when many people are on vacations. They are not around and don't have the 
tume to come to these hearings and testify. And while they do have the opportunity to send in 
thei written comments, | think this whole idea of having these hearings at this time of the year 
was part of some sort of strategy to make sure that few of the public got a chance to comment. 


We, too, as you understand, not only support but helped develop the Citizens’ Plan. We think it 
is the only plan on the table at this time, and we hope that it's on the table, that will really save 
the buffalo in Ycllowstone National Park, provide some sort of assurances to the livestock 
industry that they will not lose their brucellosis free status. 


We think in particular that buffalo are like any other wildlife species in Yellowstone, we don't 
confine elk to the Park, we don't confine deer to the Park, we don't confine bighorn sheep or 
antelope to the Park, but we want to confine buffalo to the park. We think that's a travesty. They 
should be allowed to roam freely, migrate in and out of the Park as weather conditions permut. 


We believe our plan provides that with special management areas outside the Park. It seems to 
me that many people have the idea that buffalo are nothing more than cattle, and that's strictly 
not the case. Yellowstone is not a 200, if's not a Disneyland and the wildlife there shouldn't be 
managed as such. Again we support the citizens’ alternative, the Citizens’ Plan to Save 
Yellowstone Buffalo, and we repudiate this EJS. It is a sham. Thank you. 
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Oral testimony provided at Yellowstone Conference Hotei, [IM on Asigues: 13, 
1998 


Comment Ne. 14941 
Jeanne Maris Seuvigucy 
Greater Y eibewstone ( enittion 


My name is Jeamne-Marie Souvigney. I'm with the Greater Y cllowstone Coalition 
Fve been involved in this issue for about nine years, since scoping first started on 
this plan for the long-term management of Y eliowstone bison. 


Right after the scoping announcement came out, | was part of an ad hoc citizens’ group that got 
together to try to come up with an alternative for managing Yellowstone bison. That group 
included sportsmen, conservationists, people with the Conservation District, landowners, even 
with the Church Universal and Triumphant. 


We submitted a proposal to the agencies for consideration in this Draft EIS. And by and large, 
most of that proposal is reflected in Alternative 2, but not all. There's some things that have been 
taken out, there's some things that were added, like closing roads in the park, which was not one 
that our group addressed. 


Since then, we have come up with a different plan. And that is the Citizens’ Plan that you've 
already heard mentioned. Unfortunately, when our group met back im 1990 and 1991, one of the 
reasons [ think that we were able to come up with a solution is because government agencies 
weren't involved with that group. These were citizens who set down and said, “We want to find 
a solution.” The agency people were there as advi_crs only, to tell us: does this work, does this 
work, can we do this? And we were able to come up with a solution. 


Since then, the issue hae gotten more polarized than ever, and the testimony in the hearings that 
we've heard in the last three woexs shows that we've gotten even farther apari than | would have 
anticipated. It's gotten tha way because we have state and federal agencies that have been 
forced together unwilling!) sad are still fighting over how to manage Yellowstone bison. 


I want to go through a coupie points in the Citizens’ Plan. That Citizens’ Plan is endorsed by 16 
groups and a few businesses. We'rc in the process still of getting more endorsements. And 
there's a few points that have been raised in the hearings that | want to explain to you what our 
plan would do. 


First of all, brucellosis. Brucellosis is not aative to Yellowstone bison. From our standpoint, it 
should be eliminated. We ve taken the ¢ sition that when you get a safe and effective vaccine 

that can be administered in u con-st\ esive manner, then use it. And the reason we have criteria 
about the use of that vaccine i: ocause of the place we're talking about. 


I've heard a tot of comments fro: people that Yellowstone bison should be managed like other 
diseased livestock. They are not diseased livestock, they are diseased w:'dlife. And they are not 
in your livestock yard, they are m Yellowstone National Park. And unless there's an acceptance 


of the values of what Yellowstone means to the public, this debate is going to continue. But our 
position is that, yes, when you get s vaccine that's safe and effective thet can be used in 3 
non-intrusive manner and reapects the other values of that agency, go ahead and use it and start 
moving to try to eliminate that discase from bison. 


There's obviously different valucs sbout how quickly you can move. We don't think there's a 
safe and effective vaccine. We know there's not a safe and effective vaccine right now. And the 
Greater Yellowstone Interagency Brucellosis Committee has acknowledged that. 


We don't happen to think goverment has all the answers. They don't have those answers right 
mow. And that includes APHIS and the state vets. They do not have the answers about a safe 
and effective vaccine. Because there are ranchers who don't want to use RBS1. There's 
disagreement about whether Strain 19 is effective on elk in Wyoming. And that includes 
researchers from the University of Idaho, Texas A & M, and the University of Colorado. So, 
yes, let's move to get rid of that disease. Let's have it as a long-term goal, but let's acknowledge 
we don't have those tools right now. 


The second point I want to make is, wiry are we advocating land acquisitions? Because we 
believe very firmly that bison should be allowed to move outside the park. This is not an issue of 
just adding more land to the park, this is about acknowledging that Yellowstone National Park is 
not an island. Bison to need to move. Elk need to move. Pronghorn need to move. They need 
to move to other lands. And it's not about just whether there's too many of them causing the 
movement, because bison have historically moved outside the park to some other areas when the 
weather is bed. 


And what we're trying to do is say where there's conflicts with private land, if the solution is 
casement or purchase for public ownership in order to minimize or eliminate those conflicts, 
that's what we're going to do. If we could do it without changing thst ownership, thai would be 
great. 


The last thing | want to mention is that our pian supports bison population control outside the 
park. We've said, cstablish the ecological carrying capacities outside the park and manage those 
Capacities by cemoving animals cither through a public harvest or a live removal to the other 
tribes. We want bison managed outside the park. We're not talking about unlimited populations 
anywhere. But let's get together and say, yes, outside the park, here's where they can go, here's 
the numbers that are acceptable, and let's manage them for those capacities. 


Thank you. 


LEZ 


Oral testimony provided at the Virginian Convention Comer, IRIs 
on August 10, 1998 


Steve Theanas 

Greater Y eibowsteat ( calition 

My name here representing the Greater Y ellowstone Coalition, currently 
resading I'd like to thank the Park Service for the opportunity to speak and 
for having ¢ think they're good, and they're good for getting pubhic viewpomts 
out, of this proposal. 


I don't have too much to add to what Dr. Camenzind said a little bit ago on behalf of the 
Alliance. We, too, are one of the groups that signed on what we are calling the citizen's 
alternative. | would like to read into the record thoec groups and say that we're going to submit 
more detailed written comments in the form of the Citizen's Plan and other comments as fir as 
the draft goes. 


The participants of the Citizen’s Plan are the American Buffalo Foundation, Defenders of 
Wildlife, Gallatin Wildlife Association, Greater Yellowstone Coalition, Idaho Wildlife 
Federation, InterTribal Bison Cooperative, Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance, Montans 
Audubon, Montana River Action Network, Montana Wilderness Association, Montana Wikdlife 
Federation, National Parks and Conservation Association, Netional Wildlife Federation, Netural 
Resources Defense Council, The Wilderness Society, The Wyoming Wildlife Federation, 
Wyoming Wear, and Yellowstone Raft Company. And | might say ihat the Wyoming Outdoor 
Council called me yesterday and wants to be a participant of this Citizen's Plan, also. 


Tl just go over a few of the points of it. Onc, as in the other alternatives, we would advocate 
maintaining wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone National Park. We would develop a 
scientific buffalo population based on science, as Dr. Camenzind said, for the special 
management area and maintain minimum herd size below which the herd would not be reduced. 
We would use traditional wildlife management tools, relocating bison to Indian reservations or 
public lands and using a regulated harvest. We would restrict buffalo from private lands and 
private property where human safety are threatened. 


We recommend mandatory vaccination of cattle within and immediately adjacent to the special 
management area. As far us | know, all the Wyoming producers are currently vaccinating, 
anyway. | don't know that on Montana snd Idaho, but | know that Wyoming are. We would 
extablish a voluntary program to compensate landowners for damages. We would emphasize the 
acquisition of key winter range from willing sellers tc purchase their conservation casement. We 
would establish an interagency tribal public cooperative management ieam of wildlife 
professionals to assist in determining buffaio management outside the park. 


We would allow for vaccination of buffalo within a special management area but only when two 
standards are achieved. First, the vaccine mus. be safe and effective for bison. Second, the 
vaccine must be administered in a nonobtrusive fashion. | might mention that the UIBC, which 
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has been working on this issue for years and years, has established a protocol for developing a 
vaccine that would be tested under laboratory conditions, and we support that protoco!. We 
would support more research on brucellosis, wildlife, and risk management options. 


In short, | would say the Greater Yellowstone Coalition does not believe that there is any way 
that we can achieve zero risk, but, rather, we have to do risk management. We think that even 
APHIS, other state agencies, and many other groups agree with thus position. So our basic 
position is risk management, not zero tolerance. 


Thank you very kindly. 
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Ore! werumuny provided ai the Virguusa Convenaon (env, ern, 
on August 10, 1998 


Coanssent Ne. 15199 
Berthe K. Ladd 
Greater \ cewvteene C ealitios 


My name ws Berthe Ladd | uni reading « staicment that was written jomtty by Gretchen 
Wallickman (phanstc) and Tom McBivay (phonetic) They are both former presidents of the 
Greater Y eliowstone Coalition and are currently presidents of the GYC's premdent's council | 
am also a member of the GYC premdent's council Thus, the cimsement. 


We are buth former presidents of the Gremer Yelkywetone Coalition We are both members of 
the GYC's president's council, and we remain actively imvoived with the conservation of the 
Yellowstone ecosystern. 


Among Yellowstone's inany unique echtevemants is the saving of the Last free-roaming beson in 
the Unsted States. ANhough these herds have been sabject to varnous afiempeu x human 
wampulation through the years, Yellowstone's beaon have retamed ther wild characte: 


We betieve that the style of management proposed w ths draft Esvironmental impact Statement 
could significantly degrade the geuetic quality and the nesural behavior of Yellowstone bison. 
The very notion thet small sumobers of pnvaiely owned ivestock should take pnonty over large 
numbers of publicly owned wildlife in management of federal lands in the vast wild landscape of 
greater Yellowstone 1s purely political It is bhologically unsound. ht ws sbeurd. 


We support the Citizens’ Plan to Seve Yellowstone Buffalo. The public lands of greater 
Yellowstone belong to tbe American people, not to local privase interests. 


The survival of the wild, free-roaming Yellowstone bison is one of the great monuments of 
American history, and it is America's duty to preverve it. 


Oral testimony provided at the Colomal Inn, BREE on Juty 27. 1998. 


Fim here representing the Greater Ycllowstone Coalition. It's my feeling that a Long-term 
management plan for Y ellowstone’s buffalo should be about reducing conflict, not annply 
managing it. Reducing conflict would be better for Yellowstone's buffalo, for the ranchers, for 
the public and taxpayers who are tired of controversy, for the stats of Montana which has been 
taking a black eye in the national media and for the values of Yellowstone National Park that we 
feel are being eroded. 


Unfortunately, the government's preferred alternative includes management strategies, a whole 
host of them that are based on an assumption of continuing conflict. The government plan takes 
the view that the odds of cattle and buffalo mixing will stay the same and a conflict is imevitabie. 
We think that's u:ifortunate because the government's plan is not embracing opportunities that 
would lead to less confct and then jess need for ail of these management options that are 
strpuated 


Two very important examples of that. Number one, the purchase and exchange of land with the 
Church Universal and Thumphant. Under that purchase, which has already been approved by 
Congress, the money for it has been, there is a willing seller there. Under that reconfiguratioa of 
land ownership there, it is entirely possible the buffalo will be able to go to the places that they 
need near the Yellowstone River without coming into contac with cattle, therefore, there won't 
be the conflict, therefore, there won't be the need for these expensive controversial options that 
the governraent is proposing to Jock in here now for many years to come. 


The same is true of explonng changing grazing allotments to the west of Yellowstone, ihe other 
place where there has been most of the conflict and most of the slaughter. First of all, it's 
probable that changing some of those grazing allotments, if it can be worked out, would reduce 
the conflict. There would be areas there that could be substantially about winter survival for 
buffalo without their coming into contact with cattle. It's also entirely possible that that could be 
done through the satisfaction of ranchers who have as their primary objective, and 

understandably so, turning a profit, they want quality forage for thei cattle. Perhaps that can 
happen to their satisfaction somewhere else. We won't know unless the government pursues it, 
which to wrap up bere is whai we're concerned about. The government preferred alternative 
docan't say we should energetically explore changed grazing allotments to the west and it doean't 
commit to that purchase of very important wintering habitat on the Church Universal and 
Triumphant lands thet the government has already said it's already allocated money for it and 
there is a willing seller for it. Those two things ought to be among the very first priorities of s 
good long-term plan. Those are elements of the citizens’ plan to save Yellowstone buffalo and 
that's why I support it. Thank you. 


Asx 
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Sarah Bransom 
Interagency Bison Management Ptan 
DSC-RP - National Park Service 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


YELL ~15426 


Dear Ms. Bransom. 


The Greater Yellowstone Coalition submits the attached comments on the Draft EIS for 
the Interagency Bison Management Plan for Yellowstone National Park and the state of 


The Greater Yellowstone Coalition was formed 983 and works to preserve and 
protect the Gteater Yellowstone Ecosystem and its unic, « juality of life The Coalition is 
compnised of over 7,600 individual and family members, about 100 local, regional and nationa! 
Conservation and sportsmen ’s organizations, and | 20 business members We are governed by a 
board of directors and advised by a science council. 


The process for producing this DEIS has been long and vexing, involving hundreds of 
government officials and screnusts, thousands of citizens, and over ten years of effort 
Unfortunately, the results are disappointing, frustrating and inadequate in creating a viable 
management plan for bison in Yellowsione 


Inexplicably, the document advances alternative whuch do not reflect the public 
comments received during the scoping process, is biase< toward protecting catile grazing at the 
expense of the welfare of wildlife (particularly Yellowstone bison), and it plays to fears that 
brucellosis is somehow a mayor threat to the public and to the livestock industry. It largely 
ignores the values of Yellowstone as a sanctuary and wilderness, it skips over any need to 
comply with ecosystem management principles and to allow ecological processes, and instead 
focuses upon disease control as the major priority of the EIS. The document fails to 
acknowledge the lack of data on the incidence and transmission of brucellosis among wildlife 
species, and fails to justify scientifically why its preferred alternative continues to call for 
intrusive management of bison both inside and outside Yellowstone National Park through test 
and slaughter practices 


Perhaps most perplexingly, the DEIS continues to assume that bison outside the park 
should be managed by Montana’ livestock industry rather than by wildlife professionals using 
the best wildlife management techniques. We object strongly to this premise and believe that 
any such effort to control bison by the livestock industry will be overwhelmingly rejected by the 
American public. Such an insistence that cattle be given preference on the public lands will 
ultimately lead to an unnecessary and stark choice of the public deciding if they wish to have 


idaho ; a 
ry 


wildlife on the public tands of Greater Yellowstone, or cattle We believe such a choice will be a 
political and economic disaster for ranchers with open land in this region and will undercut any 
ability here to maintain a diverse and stable rural economy and culture. 


The DEIS umnecessarity puses. alternatives which pit the livestock industry agaist the 
Amencan public. It creates more polarization around an issue which has already polanzed our 
regon. It ignores an approach which seeks common ground and whuch searches for a viable 
alternative which both allows for adequate habitat for wildlife in Greater Yellowstone, and 
which protects livestock from particular disease. 


The DEIS fails to come to grips with the incidence of brucellosis in elk and the 
transmissibility of the disease between bison and elk - a reality that promises to undercut any 
attempt to eliminate the disease in bison without addressing the incidence in elk. Even with the 
limited data available on transmussion of the disease in the wild, this weakness in the report 
undercuts its reliability and credibility. It goes to the heart of the report's repeated failure to 
encompass ecological processes and the need for ecosystem management principles to be carned 
Out in managing bison. 


In short, this DEIS is an appalling failure. 


Responding to these fundamental weaknesses and failures in the DEIS, GYC and the 
local and national conservation comununity, representing over five million Amencans, have 
developed the Cuizens' Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo - a plan we think balances the need to 
have wild, free-roaming bison and the need to protect the cattle industry from disease. 


Throughout our comments, we juxtapose the Citizens’ Plan against the more limited 
alternatives posed in the DEIS We telieve the EIS should include an alternative which 
combines elements of several of the alternatives into a viable management regime, as our 
Citizens’ Plan proposes. 


If you have questions or remarks about the attached comments, please let me know. | 


would be happy to discuss them with you. 
Sincerely, 
My. 
: ~ 
Mike Clark 


Executive Director 


ce: Secretary of Interior Bruce Babbitt 
Secretary of Agriculture Dar: Glickman 
Governor Marc Racicot 
George Framption, Acting Chair, Council on Environmental Quality 
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Jeanne-Marie Souvigney, Associate Program Director 
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et 4 | INTRODUCTION 
Human Health : | The Greater Yellowstone Coalition (GYC) has been significantly and actively involved 
Disposal of Bison Carcasses in the issue of Yellowstone bison management for the last nine years. We participated in scoping 
IV. PRIVATE LANDS AND CATTLE = | y ante oy coro pebtshed otnen Gis toes ond a 1B 
man el : | Se aere eae 


Voluntary Compensation Program for Private Property Damage 55 Yellowstone as well as accommodate the concerns of the livestock industry. 


incentives to Modify Operations on Private Lands 35 | This conamitment was vividly illustrated by our efforts in 1991 when we participated in « 


Cattle Vaccmation - | broad-based group of citizens representing conservation, environmental, ranching, landowner, 
57 wildlife and sportsmen interests. This bison management citizens working group, which also 
V. THE PUBLIC PROCESS included Ed Francis of the Royal Teton Ranch, representatives of the Greater Yellowstone 
Association of Conservation Districts, the Montana Wildlife Federation, and The Wilderness 
Vi LEGAL CONSTRAINTS AND AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES = Society, a local rancher and others, met on a weekly basis for several months to formulate a 
‘onal Peck 58 proposal for long-term management of Yellowstone bison. This citizen group developed a long- 
—s Service 59 range goal and objectives, and outlined a detailed plan to mect the goal and objectives. Our 
. 8. Forest Service ; : 0 | intent was to formulate a well-balanced plan, satisfying diverse interests and management 
Animal and Pleat Health Inspection Service ai | perspectives. The group submitted that proposal to the agencies and asked that it be considered 
State of Montana : as an alternative in the EIS process (Attachment A). 
Vil. MISCELLANEOUS 62 | 


The broad-based alliance reflected by that agreement has eroded somewhat, a victim of 
the extreme self-interest that has characterized this issue over the last eight years while state and 


VIL ATTACHMENTS as federal agencies have dominated the debate. Nonetheless, GYC believes that the goa! of that 


Attachment A - Bison Management Citizens Working Group 1991 proposal plan remains valid today. The stated goal was to maintain sustainable herds of wild bison in 

Attachment B - Letter to federal and state authorities from GYC, Jackson area ranchers balance with available resources, with minimal intervention in the park while allowing 
and others ee ee ae 

Attachment C - Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo potential for contact between susceptible livestock and controlling or minimizing 


one GYC conti . 
D - Petit ing bison siaug! brucellosis infections. GYC continues te endorse this goal 
Attachment FE - List of Bison Belong businesses 


Attachment F - Selected regional editorials GYC believes bison and cattle can share the public lands. Unfortunately, the increasing 


; ; polarization on this issue, characterized by support for actions that ignore the wide range of 
Attachment G - Livingston Enterprise, June 17, 1998 wildlife and public lands values this debate encompasses, threatens any opportunity to resolve 
ES ee Sen ey ee the iseue through this EIS process any 


In January, 1997, GYC and Jackson-area ranchers and sportsmen sent a letter to federal 
and state officials stating our mutual support for ranching and viable wildlife populations 
(Attachment B). Among the points we made is that we viewed the possibility of brucellosis 
transmission from wildlife to cattle to be so insignificant that it poses no real threat to local 
ranching interests. Instead, we believed the real threat to livestock and wildlife interests are 
proposals based on the unfounded premise that wildlife brucellosis poses a real threat to man 
and beast. We noted that APHIS operational expertise does not include wildlife management and 
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APHIS should not be in control of the world’s largest wildlife population of free-roaming bison. 
We asked the agencies to work with ranchers and conservationists to recognize common ground 
that exists and to concentrate on non-lethal and non-invasive methods of minimizing the already 
insignificant risk of disease transmission, rather than concentrating on the eradication of 
brucellosis via the lethal and costly methods being proposed by federal and state agencies. 


GYC still strongly believes the points in that letter are valid We still believe common 
ground can be found if all interests respect the opportunities available to accommodate wildlife 
and ranching in Greater Yellowstone. It will not be found, however, in efforts to implement 


We recognize that the occurrence of brucellosis in livestock herds in Greater 
Yellowstone could have a significant impact on the livestock industry. We believe, however, the 
risk of transmission from elk or bison to cattle is very small, @ position confirmed by the 1998 
National Research Council (NRC) report Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area. 


In an effort to craft a solution that respects both the need for Yellowstone’s wild ammals 
to migrate to lower elevation winter range, and the concerns of the livestock industry about the 
potential for brucellosis transmission, GYC and other regional and national groups representing 
over five million Americans developed the Citizens ' Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo 
(Attachment C). We believe it provides a rationale plan of action for managing Yellowstone 
bison. It is endorsed by conservationists, sportsmen, Native Americans, business owners, 
scientists and others. The components of the Citizens Plan are discussed throughout these 
comments. 


THE CITIZENS’ PLAN TO SAVE YELLOWSTONE BUFFALO 


The Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo is supported by several million 
Americans represented by regional and national organizations, as well as individuals across the 
country. The plan manages bison as wild animals, minimizes human intervention in wildlife 
dynamics in Yellowstone National Park, and accommodates bison on winter range outside the 
park. It also guarantees reasonable and effective measures to protect private property and 
livestock interests. 


Supporters of the Citizens’ Plan believe the government’s plan (Alternative 7) will 
continue an intrusive, lethal approach to managing Yellowstone bison. We believe it is a 
bureaucratic, impractical and expensive system of capturing, testing, vaccinating, shipping, 
killing and selling large numbers of wild bison. It restricts bison from using public lands outside 
the park. It keeps the Montana Board of Livestock, not wildlife professionals, in charge of 
crucial decisions affecting bison and the wild and natural character of Yellowstone National 
Park (YNP). And it continues a conflict that embroils the region's ranchers in a controversy that 
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is damaging to their industry, and could become even more damaging. 


The government plan ignores golden opportunities to resolve this long, frustrating battle 
over bison management through public land use changes, private land swaps, and reasonable 
| wildlife management practices. We believe these components would provide for better bison 
management, and did not feel that any of the proposals offered in the DEIS constituted a 
reasonable alternative. 


GYC worked with representatives of conservation, sportsmen and Native American 
groups from this region and across the country to develop the Citizens ' Plan. We believe it 
offers a balanced solution to the Yellowstone bison management challenge. 


Public Values and Conceras 

The bison of Yellowstone are unique. They are of special importance as the last remnant 
of the indigenous wild herds of North America, containing, as noted in the NRC report, 
“lineages that go back without interruption to the aboriginal stocks in the area. in fact, the YNP 
population is the only extant bison population that has not been derived solely from stocks held 
im captivity at some point in their history... (I)f any current populatica is likely to contain 
unique alleles from the original bison . . .it is the YNP herd.” (p. 116) 


Public attitudes regarding bison management are strongly against the kind of slaughter 
that has occurred in the past several years. The public believes the risk of brucellosis 
transmission from wild bison to cattle is very small and does not warrant the killing of thousands 
of bison. The NRC report acknowledges this risk of transmission is small. However, an accurate 
representation of public attitudes, and the strong negative response to what occurred in the 

winter of 1996-97 in particular, is inexplicably missing from the Draft Environmental impact 
Statement (DEIS). 


One of the effects of having eight years pass between public scoping and release of the 
DEIS is that the agencies seem to have deliberately discounted the public comments from that 
gum, Unt didn & diskette anin cn anmanse 
the agencies’ objectives. We suggest there are significant differences between what the public 
identified as values and concerns, and both the agencies’ objectives and how the agencies have 

Half the written public comments during scoping on this issue favored no restrictions on 
bison movements, and over a third specifically mentioned the need to purchase winter range. 
While 40 percent elso mentioned brucellosis as an issue, 80 percent of those who did suggested 


vaccinating cattle There was 
slaughter operations in the intenor of Yellowstone National Park (or you likely would have 
heard a great deal more from the public); test-and-slaughter was proposed only if bison 
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approached the boundary of the park, with seronegative bison returned to the park. Thus the 
DEIS alternatives depart significant'y from the scoping process, thereby undercutting 
meaningful public participation in tne decision-making. 


The public also identified a desire for an ecosystem-based bison management plan in 
their scoping comments. National Park Service (NPS) policy documents require protection of 
ecological processes and native species in a relatively undisturbed setting, and prescribe that 
park planning be done in a regional context. This ecosystem approach, which fully considers 
other species and habitat availability outside the park, is not reflected in the agencies’ objectives, 
and the DEIS suggests it is beyond the scope of this plan. Instead, the agencies attempt to 
address only disease management in bison, knowing full well that their ability to control the 
disease in bison is directly related to the presence of the disease in elk, aggravated by the 
existence of clk feedgrounds in Wyoming. This DEIS therefore invalidates any viable approach 
based on ecosystem management principles by focusing on control of the disease rather than 
ecological processes. 

Only one DEIS alternative suggests leaving bison alone as the public suggested (and 
then, only in conjunction with winter-time park road closures). While Montana has expressed 
support recently for the first phase of acquisition of the Royal Teton Ranch, the state has yet to 
endorse the second phase of acquisition which includes bison winter range areas. Meanwhule, 
the agencies imply in this DEIS they have no authority to require vaccination of cattle. 


The DEIS indicates the public's desire in wanting to minimize impacts on bison 
populations and dynamics corresponds to the government's first objective of addressing bison 
population size and distribution Population size and distribution is actually a separate public 
interest objective, we suggest that the first public interest objective focuses more on the public’s 
deeper concern about minimizing human intervention, not just about how many bison there are 
and where they are. 


The agencies’ undertying rationale for their objective is that NPS policies direct that 
native populations of wildlife be managed by natural processes in a relatively undisturbed setting 
to the maximum extent possible. It goes on to say that inside the park, bison population sizes 
would be determined by weather, winter snow depth, competition for forage, predation and other 
environmental conditions. The rationale is valid, unfortunately, it is ignored in all of the 
alternatives in the DEIS. All alternatives continue extensive human intervention, at least in the 
short term, and some alternatives involve park-wide test-and-slaughter. The DEIS does not offer 
any agency objective or alternative that meets the public interest in minimizing human 
intervention in all phases. 


The document relies almost solely on the failure of two boycotts as a reflection of public 
values. It mentions one boycott, organized in response to hunting in 1983-89 which resulted in 
no lost tourism, and a second call for a boycott in 1997 in response to the bison slaughter of that 
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winter, which the state feels resulted in a negligible or minor impact. The only information cited 
to support the state's conclusion was the receipt of 140 comments out of 400,000 inquiries to 
Tra’el Montana that specifically mentioned bison in fiscal year 1997. 


The agencies must acknowledge several other measures of public response to this issue. 
A threatened boycott by out-of-staters is not the only way for the public to express their 
dissatisfaction, nor has it been the only way used in the last few years. The Travel Montana 
protests presumably include people from outside the state who threatened not to come to 
Montana. In addition to the letters to Travel Montana, the governor’s office received about 400 
comments in 1997 alone from Montana residents commenting on issues associated with bison 
management. GYC reviewed these comments and found that the bulk protested the bison 
management policies of the state. School children and Boy Scouts expressed concern. Many 
state, also specifically supported the proposed swap involving the Royal Teton Ranch. It is not 
known how many additional written comments were received from outside the state, from 
Montana residents since then, or how many phone calls have been received by the governor's 
office. 


Attached to these comments are petitions signed by hundreds of people who support free- 
roaming bison and object to the indiscriminate bison slaughter of 1996-97 (Attachment D). 
These were collected sporadically over a very short time period of a few months in 1997-98 at 
meetings and locations around Montana. They represent but one more indication of the 
opposition by Montana residents to the slaughter of 1996-97. 


The governor and others also received an estimated | 5,000 postcards (two file boxes full) 
from the National Wildlife Federation (NWF YinterTribal Bison Cooperative (ITBC) effort to 
solicit support from Yellowstone National Park visitors in the summer of 1997 for a better bison 
management plan. That effort was repeated in 1998, and produced 40,000 postcards. The ITBC 
and the NWF, as well as NWF state affiliates across the country, endorse the Citizens ' Plan. 


Yellowstone Nationa] Park also received letters and phone calls of protest during the 
height of the 1996-97 bison slaughter. Hundreds of phone calls were fielded by the Public 
Affairs Office, and written comments fill two and one-half file boxes, amounting to several 
thousands of letters. Additional comments have been received since then. 


Businesses have expressed concer over the agencies’ bison management activities as 
well. The National Parks and Conservation Association (NPCA) obtained support from about 
250 Montana businesses, primarily located in Greater Yellowstone, through its Bison Belong 
program which called for more reasonable bison management. That list of businesses is included 
as Attachment E. Those businesses, concerned about protecting Yellowstone's bison, agreed to a 
statement of principles which recognized wild bison as a symbol of the American West that must 
be protected; recognized that a healthy and wild Yellowstone bison herd contributes to the 
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quality of the experience of visiting the park and is therefore critical to the vitality of the 
Montana business community, called for an agreement among the agencies to provide suitable 
winter range for bison so that the wild bison herd centered in the park could roam safely isto 
Montana during the winter season, and firmly opposed the unnecessary killing of wild bison and 
instead called for resolution of the bisco situation. NPCA also endorses the Citizens’ Plan. 


Public response to scoping for this EIS, to the Interim Bison Management Pian, and at 
the recent DEIS hearings also indicates a continuing overwhelming concern about the killing of 
bison. The DEIS notes this type of response suggests, not surprisingly, that the social values 
related to moralistic and humanistic beliefs are definstely 2t issue in this conflict. 


Editorials in several newspapers in communities which hosted DEIS hearngs are another 
important reflection of public sentiment. Following are selections from a few regional 
newspapers (full editorials inchuded as Attachment F), many of which specifically endorsed the 
Citizens’ Plan: 

Denver Post, September 6, 1998: “The federal government plan to slaughter thousands 

of Yellowstone National Park bison is nonsense... It's already clear, however, that the 

government proposal ignores scientific and economic fact... And all this slaughter and 
expense is supposed to protect against a risk that doesn't really exist. An alternative 
plan, offered by several citizens groups, suggests moving the cattle... The government's 
plan is a throwback to the wanton buffalo slaughter of the 19th century. By comparison, 
the citizens’ proposal would be fair to the ranchers, humane to the bison and would 
recognize that Yellowstone's wild buffalo represent an irreplaceable link to America's 
past.” 


Salt Lake Tribune, September 8, 1998: “The differences between livestock interests, who 
favor an aggressive brucellosis control program, and environmentalists, who want to 
preserve what's left of America's last wild buffalo herd, are evident at these meetings. . . 
Environmentalists address the ‘dea of bison-cattle separation from the other, more 
logical angie - by moving the cattle, not the bison... This approach makes more sense, 
economically and otherwise, than setting up a rerun of the ugly slaughter of buffalo that 
took place two winters ago. The undocumented bruceilosis risk and the minimal amount 
of affected livestock argue for a plan to give the last free-roaming buffalo herd in the 
country some breathing room - certainly more room than the government's interagency 
plan offers.” 


Minneapolis Star Tribune, October 20, 1998: “Four winters running, the border zones of 
Yellowstone National Park have produced a sickening spectacie of politics 
masquerading as wildlife manugement. . . Some of (the gowernmen:'s) ideas represent 
improvements over current practice, but better still is the comprehensive approach 
developed by a coalition of environmental groups as the ‘Citizens’ Plan’... It's a 
worthy approach for many reasons. . .” 
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Idaho FallsPor  ~ August 11, 1998: “Eighteen regional and national 
environmental orgunizuiw.t, headed by the Greater Yellowstone Coalition, have cvme 
up with their own so-called ‘Citizens Plan.’. .. The Cittzens’ plan is not an anti- 
rancher formula. But is pro-bison. Given the nation's desire for a solution that 
preserves the natural integrity of the park, ranchers can ltve with a plan that emphasizes 
accommodation as well as less manhandling of a national wildlife resource.” 


Casper Star-Tribune, July 31, 1998: “While the cattle producers want to treat wild bison 
like domestic livestock, they ignore the presence of brucellosis in the thousands of eik 
that inhabit northwest Wyoming ... We don't believe the U. S. public will stand for a 


test-and-slaughter program involving buffalo from the nation's mother park, 
Yellowstone.” 


Clearly, the tens of thousands of people who took the time to call, write or testify about 
agency actions, the businesses who registered dissatisfaction with current policies, and the 
regional editorials reflect significant public ovtrage over what occurred in 1996-97 and an 
unwillingness to see it repeated. This outrage cannot legitimately be dismissed in the EIS as 
negligible or minor, nor should it be ignored. The suggestion under the Social Values section of 
the ‘Affected Environment’ chapter that some residents may misunderstand the science behind 
the management actions of ajternatives in this EIS because many imcorrectly perceive bison as 
an endangered species 1s condescending and appears to be an attempt to intentionally diminish 
the value the public places on this unique population Public anger and frustration will likely 
intensify as more people across the country become aware of the situation, an swareness that has 
improved as a result of the public hearings across the country and associated media responses 
and advocacy group efforts, and in proportion to the level of lethal removal ultimately adopted 
by the agencies. 


The Cittzens' Pian states that Yellowstone National Park should be managed as « natural 
national park. It should not be managed like a zoo, theme park or cattle ranch Yellowstone’s 
bison should remain wild and free-roaming, and should not be shot or captured for testing, 
quarantine or sisughter within the park. 


In survey after survey, visitors to the park have ranked wildlife viewing as their primary 


activity. Consistently, over 90 percent of visitors engage in this activity in the park. Imerestingty, 


pnor to the rem-roducton of wolves to Yellowstone, bison were ranked just above wolves m 
order of preference of animals they most wanted to sec. 


Previous intensive bison culling efforts within the park were stopped in 1967, and 
subsequent approval for NPS employees to shoot bison as part of a boundary contro! proyram 
were rescinded in 1978 Proposals for intensive management within the park have been 
consistently -ejyected since then, in large part because of public opposition. 
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The DEIS is mexplicably absent a discussion of the public attitudes toward Yellowstone 
Nations] Park as a protected wildland park im the Background section of the ‘Purpose and Need’ 
chapter Surety, public umeres: in having wid and free-ranging bison in Yellowstone Nabona! 
Park is a driving force in why this management pian is needed. 


Natural Ecological Processes in Yellowstone 

Protected arcas such as national parks fill an important role as ecological baselines in 
hetpmung us understand the effects of human use and development elsewhere. Arcese and Sinclair 
(1997) note that ecological baselines are essential for reconciling arguments about tae 
mauntenance of biological diversity, the natural state of biotic communsties and ecosystems, and 
the range of variation that will be observed mm them m the absence (or mummization ) of human 
uxervenhon 


Ecological baselmes, they pote, are needed to facilitate our understanding of how to 
manage wildlife communities and ecosystems successfully by offering something to which to 
compere, and judge, other management approaches, and to help resolve uncertainty They serve 
the purposes of comparison and icarmng. 


YNP and a few other large parks are the controls for the national and global human 
experiment, according to the authors of the NRC report, and retaining the ecologic integrity of 
the park requires sething limits and not ustruding where nature can manage without human 
intervention. Decisions to intervene should be supported by clear and compelling evidence and a 
consensus of experts that they are necessary We maintain such clear and compeiling evidence 
and a consensus of experts is absext co this issue, which suggests intervention should be severely 
restricted. 


Preserving natural ecological processes ts more then simply preserving animals. It means, 
in tus case, preserving wildlife migretions es well Park managers have long recognized the 
tremendous value of the area as an ecological baseline and its umsqueness im the entire country. 
This recognition is reflected, for example, im the wilderness recommendetion for Yellowstone 
National Park, wmch proposed protection to mamtain the park's ecological benchmarks and to 
preserve the dynamac processes of evolution which cen be found in very few other places in this 
country. 


Management intervention mav be necessary, and has occurred, within Yellowstone Park 
to mirumuze the effects of humans on ecological o: evolutionary processes, such as efforts to 
stop poaching, protect endemic species or restore extirpated species such as wolves. Humans 
“Natural regulation’ m Yellowstone National Park is something of s misnomer in the larger 
context of Greater Yellowstone, since wildlife populations are hunted outside the park. 
However, the park itself can be managed according to a natural reguistion policy, a view 
supported in the NRC report. 
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The park still provides a rare, unparalleled opportunrty for comparison to other me 
manipulated environments if the imernal interference is mmimized and charges in the system 
are allowed to proceed unimpeded. }: uman use does nt need to be excluded for an area to serve 
as an ecological baseline, but it does need to be mmumized Surrounding national forests serve as 
a buffer extending from the core of the perk to privaze lands outside the forests, thws 
underscoring the sbility of the park to successfully serve as an ecological baseline. 


This tremendous ecological value was reiterated by scientists who have conducted 
research in Yellowstone National Park In 1997, eleven scientists led by Dr. Mark Boyce 
endorsed a letter sent to President Bill Clinton objecting to the decision by the NPS to arbitrarily 
of allowing natura] ecologscal processes to prevail in national parks with mimima! buman 


Scientists, they saad, recognized the value of this park management policy because parks 
are ecological baselines by which they can evaluate the consequences of human management on 
landscapes outside the parks. They noted that since the reintroduction of the wolves mto 
Yellowstone, all of the ecological components are im place to permit Yellowstone to faction 
relatively unimpeded by buman influence. Fluctuation im bison abundance may be fundamental 
to the natural functoming of th- ’ lowstone ecosystem. They protested the potentially drastic 
park and called instead for programs to minimize contact between livestock and both bison and 
elk during periods when the nsk of transmission is greatest 


Intervention, as proposed in tae DETS, is mot necessary to protect the livestock industry 
and can only undermine the park’s value as an ecological benchmark. Data do aot support the 
contengon that failure to conduct capture, test-end-slaughter or vaccination of :1320n has resulted 
or will result im transmission of bruccilosis to cattle. The NRC report maintains that serious 
tssues of ecologic and evolutionary conseonences, such as those related to vaccine delivery, 
probably are best not worked out in Y’  “« crown jewel of the U.S. national purk system. 
Transmission hes never occurred in Ye __ ...<one or Grand Teton national parks in dic absence of 
intervemung in the parks’ natural processes in this way. 


If Yellowstone Nationa) Park's role as an ecological baseline can't be maintuned, then 
there 1s little hope of maintaining it ¢lsewhere. 


Wilderness Values 

As noted earher, the 1973 Final Environmental Statement on the Proposed Wilderness 
Classification for Yellowstone National Park (FES) endorsed wilderness designation as 
providing “ecological benchmarks of interaction among huge. fre.-roaming herds of native 
ungulates, their often critical supply of food plants and the now-rare predatory species that 
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depend on these unguiate herds for their existence.” Wilderness designation would provide “as 
natural an environment for the dynamic process of evobution and naturel ecological balance of 
life systems as can be found anywhere in the contiguous 48 states today.” 


The Yellowstone National Part. wilderness recommendation proposed 10 roadiess arcas 
totaling 2,016,181 acres for designation es wilderness within the park (over 90 percent of the 
park area). The principal exclusions are part of Yellow sone Lake, and along roadways reserved 
for access routes, visitor installations, circulation facilities, utility lines and other structures to 
serve visitors. Wilderness designation was supported by 90 percent of the individuals, 
Organizahous and agencies who commented on the proposal, and 78 percent overall suppo"ted 
more wilderness than the NPS had onginaily suggested 


Thus designation requires the maintenance of pnmuitive conditions, ensures an enduring 
resource of wilderness and restricts pe manent structures and installatons and mechanized 
equipment to emergency situations. According to the 1973 FES, the wilderness designation 
would forever exclude the intrusion of roads, buildings, and power and telephone hnes in the 
wilderness areas. While acknowledging the inabitsty to ‘ uffer all the sounds and sights of 
cavilization within the park, the NPS noted that benefits of the designation include a natural 
habitat - flora, fauna and land mass - that will evolve with generaily little influence by humans. 
One mitigating measure adopted in the plan is to contro! the locations and types of structures to 
limit their impact on the wilderness setting. 


The 1988 NPS Management Policies state that wilderness management policies apply to 
categories of designated wilderness, potential wilderness, and recommended/study wildemess 
and these policies apply regardless of category The policies say that preservation of wilderness 
character and resources becomes an additional statutory purpose of the park, and that the NPS 
will manage areas of potential wilderness as wilderness and will seek to eliminate the temporary 
conditions that preclude wilderness designation. 


This wilderness recommendation and the obligation to manage these areas as “iiderness 
are not relieved by a desire to intrude within the park for a test-and-slaughter program on wild 
bison. In the FES, the NPS responded to a complaint that wilderness designation limits the 
flexibility to respond to changing problems by stating: “This is precisely what wilderness 
designation is all about, to limit managemont flexibility to meeting its problems within the 
corndors left for development, rather than coatinuing the sprawi into the wild areas.” 


Under alternatives 5 and 6, capture facilities, including separating pens, corrals, chutes, 
loading facilities and holding areas, would be established at cight locations within the park. 
Bison would be captured the winter, divided into groups, tested and positive reactors 
shipped to slaughter. Water and hay would be provided. Bison that were not captured would be 
shot in remote (recommended wilderness) areas of the park. Other alternatives propose 
maintaining a capture facility at Stephens Creek, or capture operations at Seven-Mile Bridge. 
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Nowhere in the capture facility siting criteria is there a mention of complying with NPS 
wilderness policies. In fact, nowhere in the DEIS is there a discussion of the recommended 
wilderness areas, the NPS policy regarding management of these areas as wilderness, or the 
impacts of the varior s management actions, and particularly the capture facilities, on wilderness 
qualities. This is a suynificant shoricoming of the DEIS. 


It ts hard to imagine how these capture facilities and certain other proposed acuions 
would not violate NPS policies for managing these areas as wilderness. Many of the proposed 
locations for capture facilites appear to be in roadless areas or recommended wildemess areas 
whuch are not available to such large snd intrusive capture operations. The Seven-Mile Bndge 
area, where there is only a road corridor that is not included in the recommended wilderness, 
creates a particular conflict with the NPS wilderness policy. 


No activity should be allowed that degrades wilderness qualities. The EIS must evaluate 
all activities, and particularty location and operetion of capture facilities, for compliance with 
NPS wildemess policies 


Wiidlife Management Authority 

The Citizens’ Plan states that ‘(ellowstone bison will be managed by wildlife 
professionals, using the best wildlife raanagement techniques. !t calls for returning the 
management of wild bison outside the park from the authority of the Montana Department of 
Livestock (DOL) to the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP). 


The Fish, Wildlife and Parks department has the general responsibility to supervise the 
management and public use of all wildlife, fish, game, waterfowl, game and nongame birds and 
fur-bearing animals of the state. Its staff includes wildlife and fish biologists with considerable 
education and expertise in wildlife population dynamics and management impacts. The DOL, on 
the other hand, has the responsibility 10 protect livestock interests and its expertise is in 
domesticated animals. The approach to managing wild animais and domestic livestock is 
considerably different, with potentially tremendous consequences of mismanagement of esther. 


The DOL requested and was handed authority for management of bison in 1995, with the 
disappointing support of FWP, following threats of sanctions by other states — threats we 
maintain were instigated by Montana officials. The DEIS states that the DOL makes no legal or 
medical distinction in addressing the disease risks presented by the publicly owned bison versus 
privately owned bison. What this really means is that the Department doesn't distinguish 
between wild bison and domesticated bison, which is exactly why it should not be the agency 
managing wild animals migrating from Yellowstone National Park. 


The slaughter events of the last several years clearly illustrate the consequences of 
allowing DOL to maintain ultimate control over wild bison. Eleven hundred animals, or about 
one-third of the entire herd, were slau ghtered in one winter. There was no demonstrated impact 
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on the rate of seroprevalence in the herd, and there was ample evidence that other much more 
moderate actions would have sufficiently protected the livestock industry 


One alternative that should b: presented in the DEIS is having the authority for wild 
bison management restored to the Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, and its wildlife 
professionals. A proposal can be presented to the Montana Legislature for approval to do thus, 
even integrated with a proposal to al ow public harvest of bison, an activity which would aiso be 
under the jurisdiction of the FWP de sartroent. 


The Citizens’ Plan endorses the esta!ylishment of a cooperative management teem 
consisting of wildlife professionals fom the conservation community and Indian tribes us well 
as state and federal agencies. The purpose of the team. is to have wildlife professionals, serving 
in an advisory capacity, review bison population issues annually GYC believes much of the 
conflict over bison management cou! d be avoided by relying more specifically on wildlife 
professionals and better communication among affected and interested parties about weather and 
range conditions, wildlife populations and manag >ment opportunitics. 


As bison and other wildlife p2pulatons fluctuate, as range conditions change in response 
to weather and other natural events, and as land management issues change, there is a need to 
consider these variations to ensure the viability of the bison herds and to allow private 
landowners and agencies to better anticipasc and manage wildlife migrations We emphasize 
wildlife professionals on the cam because these are wildlife herds that are being managed. 
Wildlife professionals also meet now as part of the northern range working group, but in contrast 
to that group, we suggest adding professionals from the private and tribal sectors as well because 
these unterests can offer important perspectives, recommendations aid support for selected 
management opbons 


Genetically Viable, Wild aed Free-Ranging Bison ; 
GYC’s interest is in having bison managed sccording to conse: vation biology principles 
to maintain the viability, the wild characteristics and the integrity of tie species According to 
the DEIS, the purpose of the proposed action is to maintain a wild, free-ranging population of 
bison and to address the risk of trans nission. The agencies’ definition of a wild, free-ranging 
population in the DEIS is one that is not . gutinely handicd by humans and can move without 
restrictions within specific geograpluc areas. 


This is not a biological definition. Over the jast several years, federal and state agencies 
have differed substantially in their interpretations of what constitutes a wild, free-ranging 
population. For some, free-ranging a)xpears to mean restricted to the park, and ‘wildness’ ts not 
jeopardized by repeated capture, test and slaughter. For others, such limitations and 
manipulations do indeed destroy the herd's wild, free-ranging nature. 
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In Knowles et al (1997), several principles to maintain the wild character and genetic 
Integrity of bison are presented. These include: |) maintaining: 2) a minimum viable herd size of 
580 animals to avoid inbreeding and prevent genetic depletion, b) a natural sex ratio, and c) a 
full range of age classes, 2) allowing for exchange of animals between herds, 3) providing for 
random harvest of animals, 4) providing « large enough pasture to accommodate the herd on a 
peencnenn) tale; and 5) clvwtag dissaso (euttuting cnstien) end gradation Co interest on te 

son 


The NRC report agrees that consideration of minimal bison numbers must mclude the 
genetically effective population size, which is influenced by sex ratio, breeding behavior, the 
nuraber of nonbreeding individuals, and other factors, and can be substantially less than the 
actual population size in a potygynous spectes like bison. It references Berger and Cunningham 
(1994), who calculated effective population size to be 21 to 46 percent of actual herd size, 
depending on the variables included in the formula applied. For an effective population of at 
least 500 bison for gene conservation, an actual population of 1,087-2,381 would be required. 


intractibility, salient waits of wild bison, are disfavored. 
Those are important traits to retain in YNP bison, one of the few herds where it is feasible to 
maintain natural behavior, so rounding up is not likely to be acceptable.” (p. 112) 


The agencies, however, focused solely on minimum viable herd size. Alternatives 5 and 
6 in particular, but also any alternative that includes a test-and-slaughter component of even a 
portion of the bison herd or restrictions on access to winter ranges outside the park, may very 
significantly affect the wild, free-ranging aature and genetic integrity of the herd. Such effects 
are not determined by minimum viable herd size alone as the agencies suggest. 


Any proposal which includes live removal has the potential to similarty effect the wild, 
free-ranging nature and genetic viability of the herd if the removal is done not to manage 
occasional large-scale migrations outside the perk but rather on a frequent, regular basis to 
reduce bison populations. Unlike the Citizens ' Plan provision regarding quarantine, the DEIS 
alternatives which include a quarantine component (alternatives 3, 4 and 7) could easily result in 
live removal of bison on a regular, even annual, basis, and in substantial numbers. In fact, the 
description of the government’s preferred alternative states that under this plan “as many 
seronegative dison as possible would be shipped to a quarantine facility, as they would be in 
alternative 4” (p. 103). Under such a scenario of removing as many seronegative bison as 
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possible, the agencies cannot legitimately argue, nor have they demonstrated in the DE!S. that 
bison will remain wild and free-ranging, and the genetic viability will be maintained 


The public deserves an explanation of what the agencies mean when they say they want 
to maintain a wild, free-ranging, genetically viable population of bison, and how each of the 
factors that determines a wild, free-ranging and genetically viable herd is being met. We suggest 
the principles provided by Knowles et al for a wild population should be included. 


Special Management Areas 

The Citizens’ Plan states that bison will be allowed to use public lands outside the park. 
It identifies special management areas (SMAs) which include winter range adjacent to the park 
vital to bison during severe winters. Bison should be able to use the public lands in the SMA 
with mimmal human interference. The Citizens’ Plan also states thai reasonable efforts to 
enforce the SMA boundary would protect human safety and private property. GYC interprets the 
SMA as an area which identifies land which bison ere most likely to use during winter 


This interpretation is different than that presented in the DEIS, in which SMAs are 
viewed as areas beyond which bison will not be allowed to move under amy conditions, and 
within which very aggressive and lethal management actions could occur that are ne* based on 
population management. 

On the north side, the Citizens‘ Plan SMA boundary is the mouth of Yankee Jim Canyon. 
This boundary was agreed to because of the geographic features of the Upper Yellowstone 
Valley, and specifically, the narrow and steep canyon beyond which it would be difficult for 
bison to travel, or to return to traditional summer pasture. Another coasideration, however, is the 
dramatic change in ownership beyond the canyon which makes toleration of bison much more 
problematic. Once bison get past the canyon and Tom Miner road, the valley lands adjacent to 
the highway and the river are virtually all private lands and the current perception of the threats 
posed by bison on lands occupied by cattle makes significant bison use of the lands troublesome. 
A period of bison management during which the risk of transmission from bison to cattle is 
better defined, thus providing some security to livestock producers, may help change that 
situation in the future. 


On the west side, the Citizens’ Plan proposes an SMA that extends to the Montana-idabo 
border and aiong the Gallatin National Forest boundary running north to the Taylor Fork-Buffalo 
Horn drainage. GYC suggests that this SMA could easily extend farther north, since virtually all 
the land along the Gallatin River is national forest land and there is no reason to restrict wild 
bison from using these lands. 


GYC believes these designated special management areas are temporary, and are 8 
reflection of the great uncertainty and disagreement that currently exists over brucellosis 
transmission and the risks posed by brucellosis in bison. We fully expect that the next 
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management plan, supported by better science and directed toward risk management that 
reduces potential conflict between bison and cattle, could provide the opportunity for bison use 
of lands beyond the current SMA boundary where no significant conflict: with human safety or 
private property exist, as occurs with other wildlife species. 


GYC does not interpret the SMA as an area beyond which no bison can ever go. No other 
wildlife are so restricted, and the DEIS does not explain why such a hard and fast boundary is 
necessary The DEIS does not document why low risk bison in particular must be removed from 
outside the SMA. The criterion for « no-tolerance zone is one the agencies established, and is not 
required by statute or policy. There are no significant threats from an occasional bull that 
wanders beyond the SMA boundary. Bison have moved beyond such areas in the past and should 
be able to do so in the future; they are wild animals, and in the absence of any scientific basis for 
strictly limiting their movement to an arbitrarily-defined area, the strict limitation should be 
dropped. Efforts to enforce the boundary should therefore be reasonably limited to instances 
where human safety or private property are at risk. 


The DEIS also says that the option suggested by the public of managing bison without 
lethal controls was included, it then goes on to state that while Alternaiive 2 minimizes the use 
of lethal controls, no alternative completely eliminates the option of shooting bison. The reason 
given for this failure to consider the option of no lethal controls is that the establishment of a 
boundary line beyond which bison will sot be tolerated demands the use of lethal force to 
contro! bison to stay within the SMA. 


First, the DEIS does not substantiate any reason for restricting bison that present no 
biological risk of transmission from using even public lands, or any lands where cattle are not 
present any time of the year, outside the SMA during winter. Second, there is no documentation 
supporting the requirement for using lethal removal of bison migrating outside the SMA. 


The DEIS must include and analyze en alternative that at a minimum would allow low- 
risk bison to use lands outside the SMA. 't must also present an alternative that meets the 
legitimate public demand for a nonlethal method of managing bison outside the SMA. 


Wildlife Wiater Ranges 

The Citizens ' Plan states that bison will be allowed to use public lands outside the perk 
which are important winter ranges. The identification of winter range was the basis for the 
establishment of the SMA, noted above. Under the current interim pian, bison are able to freely 
roam on public lands on which no cattle graze, such as at Eagle Creek/Bear Creek. The Citizens’ 
Plan proposes to continue that policy. On public lands where bison use conflicts with cattle, the 
Citizens’ Plan calls for changing allotments to accommodate bison. 


The DEIS fails to adequately discuss bison habitat and forage in the ‘Affected 
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Environment’ chaptes. There is no discussion of habitats outside the park, historical use of such 
habitats and the significance of access to such habitats for migrating bison. Nor is there a 
discussion in that chapter oi Forest Plan direction for wildlife in these areas or a discussion of 
the allotment decision process. We maintain the continuation of the national forest allotments is 
an action that must be considered in this NEPA process. 


We believe that the state's response to bison use of national forest lands (by slaughtering 
or capturing bison) has created a significam conflict such that continued livestock use of these 
allotments must be analyzed through NEPA, and should have been analyzed under this E1S. In 
his ruling in Fund for Animals et al v. Clark et ai, isswed October 30, 1998, U. S. District Judge 
Ricardo Urbina found in favor of the plaintiffs, saying the elk and bison supplemental! feeding 
program at the National Elk Refuge and the Jackson bison management plan are actions which 
take place in the same geographic area; that the feeding program has a profound effect on the 
bison herd; and that the feeding program and the bison management plan should have beon 
considered together. We suggest a similar argument could be made here and that the decision to 
continue the public grazing allotments must be considered as part of the cumulative effects of 
this bison management pisn. 


When Yellowstone National Park was established in | 872, planners did not give much 
thought to including within those boundaries the migration cornidors and winter ranges used by 
wildlife that summered within the Park. It was not long before peopie recognized the need and 
initiated efforts to provide better wildlife protection. Migrations of bison and other ungulates 
from Yellowstone National Park in winter are natural occurrences, part of ongoing ecological 
processes. 


In 1891, almost twenty years after the establishment of Yellowstone National Park, 
Congress authorized the president to create forest reserves. That same year, the first forest 
reserve was established south and east of the Park, known as the Yellowstone Park Timberland 
Reserve (now the Shoshone Nationa! Forest), and overseen by the military superintendent of 
Yellowstone National Park. 


The Gallatin National Forest was originally established as the Gallatin Forest Reserve in 
1899 by setting apart certain even-numbered sections as public reservations. Three ycars later, 
the Absaroka Forest Reserve was established. Both reserves were modified by subsequent 
proclamations, including the addition of land between the Absaroka mountain range and the 
Yellowstone River primarily for elk winter range in 1907. 


Further additions to these forest reserves ammounting to sbout 7,600 acres between the 
Yellowstone River and the Reese Creek-Mol Heron Creek divide near Gardiner, Montana, 
known as the Game Ranch, were ultimately sdded to Yeliowstone National. This transfer was 
authorized in 1926: Public Law 295 authorized the President to make additions to Yellowstone 
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National Park to “improve and extend the winter feed facilities of the elk, antelope, and other 
game animals of Yellowstone and adjacent land for other purposes.” It gave the Secretary of the 
Interior authority to buy land or accept as a gift the title to any land in private or state ownership 
for the purposes of acquiring winter range considered “indispensable for the adequate and proper 
protection, preservation, and propagation of the elk, aniclope and other game animals of the 
Yellowstone National Park and adjacent lands.” This transfer was implemented by presidential 
proclamation in 1932 specifically to promote the public interest by including such lands within 
the park for the preservation and protection of the park's wild game. It is this addition of an area 
ee 


More recently, the Yellowstone Elk Herd Project partnership formed in 1988 after the 
fires, and involved state and federal agencies, conservation groups and private landowners. This 
ip acquired and protected vital winter range and migration corridors for the largest 
migratory elk herd in the world. The initial purchase was made in 1989, followed by |! more 
purchases totaling almost 9,000 acres of critical winter habitat or migration corridors. 


The private lands in the Upper Yellowstone River valley are undergoing heavy 
development pressures. Much of the private land immediately north of the Park has already been 
subdivided, most sections between the park and Yankee Jim Canyon are between 25 and 50 
percent subdivided. Fortunately, some of this land, while subdivided, has not yet been 
developed. Having the bulk of the Royal Teton Ranch (RTR) shift to public ownership could be 
the single most significant step mm addressing the wildlife winter range needs in the Upper 
Yellowstone Valley. The RTR lands offer low.s elevation habitat for bison during extreme 
winters, and placing these lands in public ownership would allow for a broade: range of options 
for management of bison and other wildlife. The RTR swep, detsiled below, would be the latest 
in a long history of land set-asides to accommodate Yellowstone's migrating ungulates. 


As with the area to the north, there is a long history of cstablishing protection for the 
resident and migrating wildlife on the west side of the park The First Madison Proclamation in 
1902 added all lands in the Hebgen area to the Gallatin Forest Reserve When the Madison 
Reserve was abolished, this area was sdded to the Gallatin National Forest by Executive Order 
of 1931. The recently completed Gallatin 2 exchange is the capstone to a decade-long effort 
which has brought 50,000 acres into public ownership, the largest addition of public land in 
Greater Yellowstone in the last 48 years. This exchange resolves significant conflicts associated 
with checkerboard ownership of wildlife winter range. 


The DEIS acknowledges that lower elevation range could provide areas for bison to 
winter adjacent to the park as well as additional management options. Given this recognition, 
there can be no reasonable, scientifically sound besis for prohibiting bison from leaving the pa . 
as is proposed in Alternative 5, or for significantly impeding their movement outside the park as 
is proposed in all other alternatives except Alternative 2 
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The discussion in the DEIS of public lands outside the park is in no way an accurate 
reflection of the priority given to use of those lands in the Gallatin National Forest Pian. instead 
the DEIS refers to them simply as allocated to mulupie-use management. 


The Gallatin National Forest has clear direction for managing and protecting wildhfe 
species and their habitats. One goal of the Gallatin is to provide habitat for viable populations of 
all indigenous wildlife species and for increasing populations of big game animals. The Gallatin 
has also established objectives of enhancing non-game and small game needs by providing 
vegetative diversity and protecting special habitat components. It has established as a priority for 


The Gallatin Forest Plan acknowledges that although summer range is important, winter 
range is the limiting factor for the Forest's wildlife populations. It notes, for example, the large 
migratory elk herds that summer in the Park but winter on the Forest. The Forest Pian estimates 
that almost half of elk winter range is on intermingied private lands at lower elevations in or 
adjacent to the Nationa! Forest, with the rest on National Forest land. 


North of the Park 

The existing public lands immediately north of Yellowstone National Park are primarily 
managed by the U. S. Forest Service, although there are isolated parcels or sections of land 
managed by the state of Montana and the Bureau of Land Management. These national forest 
lands are under the jurisdiction of the Gardiner Ranger District of the Gallatin National Forest. 
Under the Gallatin Nationa! Forest's 1987 Forest Plan, these lands are primarily managed under 
the prescriptions of Management Areas (MA) 14 and 15. There is also a heavy recreational use 
area along the river through Yankee Jim Canyon, and isolated areas which emphasize 
maintaining grizzly bear habitat and regulated timber harvest or mineral extraction near Jardine. 


MA 14 areas, which include virtually all the areas slong the Upper Yellowstone River on 
the District, are grasslands and forested areas within occupied grizzly range which provide key 
big game winter habitat. MA 15 areas, which also include grasslands and forested areas, are 
within occupied grizzly habitat and provide for dispersed recreation intermingled with suitable 
livestock range. 


The management goals for MA 14 areas include maintaining and/or enhancing big game 
habitat, and providing for forage for livestock consistent with the wildlife habitat goal. The 
Forest's MA 14 wildlife and range standards require using vegetative management practices to 
maintain and improve the quality and quantity of big game forage and provide for a diversity of 
habitat for other wildlife species. They also require allotment management plans to specify 
measures to protect food production areas important to grizzly bears and big game, and to meet 
big game forage needs before making allocations to livestock. The Forest Plan clearly recognizes 
and prioritizes the use of these lands for wildlife. 
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Proposed Swap with the Church Universal and Triumphant 

The Royal Teton Ranch, composing sbout 13,000 acres bordering Yellowstone National 
Park, is owned by the Church Universal and Triumphant (CUT) and constitutes some of the most 
critical private lands in Greater Yellowstone. This property, located in Park County, Montana, is 
vital for the habitat needs of the region's wildlife, including the threatened grizzly bear and the 
world’s largest herd of migratory elk. Yellowstone National Park’s Statemenr for Management 
(1991) notes that the Royal Teton Ranch and associated holdings lie within traditional wintering 
grounds for elk, bison, pronghorn, and bighorn sheep and are part of important habitat for the 
grizzly bear. The RTR is also key to long-term protection of Yellowstone National Park's 
. re because it sits atop hot water aquifers that recharge the thermal features 


Currently, RTR lands are leased to cattle operators who graze livestock year-round. The 
occurrence of bison on the RTR depends largely on winter weather and forage conditions. 
Currently, during more severe winters, bison may sttempt to migrate along the Yellowstone 
River, crossing public as well as private lands. During the period 1984-1997, 65 percent of the 
total bison removed were from the Reese Creek area where the RTR and Yellowstone National 
Park share common boundaries. In the winter of 1996-97, 261 bison were shot north of the park, 
and 464 were captured and sent to slaughter, underscoring the priority of acquiring access to 
these lands for bison. 


The RTR shares a common boundary with Yellowstone Park on the south, the Forest 
Service on the north and west, and private land on the east. It is located along U.S. Highway 89 
starting about four miles northwest of Gardiner, Montana. The land vanes from high desert and 
rolling river bottom land to rock escarpments and north slope reaching to timberline. Elevation 
ranges from about 4,900 feet along the Yankee Jim Canyon of the Yellowstone to 8,200 feet at 
the summit of Deaf Jim Knob. One of the more notable landscapes is a colorful cliff face near 
the river called Devil's Slide. 


The U.S. Forest Service, state of Montana, and a coalition of conservation and sportsmen 
groups attempted to secure this important habitat for public ownership two decades ago, but lost 
the opportunity when the Church Universal and Tnumphant purchased the land from Malcolm 
Forbes. Just over ten years later, the state of Montana approved plans by CUT to greatly expand 
its facilities at Spring Creek at the base of Devil's Slide. This would establish a new 
community the size of Gardiner sbout five miles north of the park boundary. The proposed 
expansion included a preschool, elementary schoo! and high school, chapei, dining 
Summit University; a publishing facility; @ gymnasium/swimming poo! complex; and visitor and 
volunteer fire department facilities. The complex has not been built. 


Although an opportunity was missed two decades ago, the public has an opportunity 
today to purchase some of the RTR and protect the region's spectacular wildlife and natural 
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resources. The Church Universal and Triumphant, the Forest Service and the Rocky Mountain 
Elk Foundsnon proposed a swap which provides for the transfer of about 7,000 acres of private 
land to the Forest Service aad would establish a conservation easement on another | 800 acres. 
An additiona! |,000 acres of national foresi land, primarily located within the Mol Heron Creek 
dramage, would be exchanged to RTR. The swap would also provide public access to land near 
the park’s northern boundary. 


The proposed swap would protect vital winter range habitrt within a corridor through 
the Upper Yellowstone River vailey for migrating elk, deer, bison, bighorn sheep, and 
Yellowstone Park's only herd of pronghorn. The pronghors herd is experiencing a major decline 
and, at just over 200 animals, faces a serious threat of extinction within the next 100 years. The 
northern range mule deer population has been decreasing as well. The RTR is also used year- 
round by a wide vanety of other wildlife, including many threatened, endangersd and rare 
species. The swap could mean the difference between healthy wildlife populations and 
extinction. 


Most of the areas west of the park are public lands, also managed by the U.S. Forest 
Service. There are isolated private lands along the South Fork of the Madison, at Horse Butte 
and Grayling Arm, and along Hebgen Lake. 


Bison may move west out of the park along the Madison River as well as along Duck 
Creek and Cougar Creek. They may then occur .ational forest lands or move onto nearby 
private lands, some of which are seasonally occupied by livestock. Under the current interim 
pian, bison leaving the Park on the west side are to be captured and tested, using two facilites 
located on private land and on Horse Butte. Bison that are not captured may be shot. [n the 
winter of 1996-97, 310 bison in this area were shot, and 48 (out of 113 captured) were sent to 
slaughter. 


On a rare occasion, bison may use the national forest lands in the area of the Cabin Creek 
Recreation and Wildlife Area and the Lee Metcalf Wilderness where land use emphasizes 
wildlife. The Cabin Creek Recreation ead Wildlife Area lies about 15 to 20 miles north of West 
Yellowstone between two portions of the Lee Metcalf Wilderness. This Wilderness area runs 
about 55 miles north and south, and 4 to 24 miles east to west. Elevations range from 6,000 to 
over 11,000 feet. The southern portion of the Wilderness is occupied grizzly bear habitat and 
supports other wildlife species. 


These national forest lands are under the jurisdiction of the Hebgen District of the 
Gallatin National Forest. Under the Forest’s 1987 Forest Plan, these forest lands are primarily 
managed under the prescriptions of Management Areas 13 and 15. There are also isolated 
management areas of heavy recreational use, riparian zones, and research emphasis. The riparian 
zones, located along Duck and Cougar creeks, southeast of Grayling Arm, are to be managed to 
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maintain suitable habitats for dependent species. 


The Lee Metcalf Wilderness, estabiished through passage of the Lee Metcalf Wilderness 
and Management Act of 1983, provides that the ares will remain in its undeveloped or roadiess 
condition and be maneged to protect its wildlife and recreation values. it is entirely within 
occupied grizzly bear habitat and contains important big game habitat. Goals for the area include 
maintaming or enhancing wildirfe habitat Range standards direct that grazing will be consistent 
to reduce conflicts between livestock and big game. 


MA 13 areas, which are the lands immediately adjacent to the Park, including lands on 
the east side of Horse Butte, consist of productive forest lands which occur in occupied grizzly 
bear habitat, and are to be managed io provide for suitable grizzly bear habitat and regulated 
timber harvest. MA 15 areas, which include grassiands and forested areas located on the west 
end of the Horse Butte peninsula and isolated areas along the Madison Arm, are also within 
livestock range. 


The wildlife and range standards for MA 13 require using vegetative management 
practices to mamtain and improve the quality and quantity of big game forage and provide for a 
diversity of habitat for other wildlife species. They also require assessing existing allotments, if 
vacated, through the biological evaluction process. As with the Forest Pian management 
direction for public lands north of the Park, the priority for use of these lands is wildlife. 


The Forest Service, in its comments on the last interim plan, noted that bison have been 
using the Horse Butte, Madison River and South Fork of the Madison River areas consistently 
for the last 15 years. The agency suggested that based on this use, it seemed improper to classify 
these areas as marginal since bison survived from year to year using these sreas. Finally, the 
agency noted that visitors to the West Yellowstone sreas, and specifically to Horse Butte, have 
come to expect the opportunity to view and enjoy bison. 


The Cwizens' Plan calls for changing nationa! forest allotments where bison use conflicts 
with cattle use of pubhic lands. Changes to achieve desired separation would include adjusting 
the type, timing or location of livestock use. Where public lands outside the park are not used for 
cattle grazing any time of the year, such as at Eagie Creek, or whore other acquisitions or 
incentives provide for bison use, bison will be allowed to remain, and no hazing or capture will 

The Gallatin Nationel Forest's Management Pian clearly recognizes and prioritizes the 
use of these national forest lands for wildlife. Ai the same time, virtually ail the national forest 
lands north of the perk and west of the Yellowstone River are included within public allotment 
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boundaries, although two allotments have been warved back to the Forest Service and no longer 
maintain cathe, and another allotment is currently in ‘non-use’ and does sot support cattle. The 
mugration corndors used by bison and other wildlife often include parts of these allotrnents. 


Fewer than 2,000 cattle graze the public lands north and west of the park, generating less 
tham $5,000 each year in grazing fees. Yet hundreds of thousands of dollars are being sper by 
the agencies to take extreme measures to prevent b:son from accessing these same public lands. 
The government's preferred alternative would vost well over a million dollars cach year while 


In the West Yellowstone area, the west side of Horse Butte is within a grazing allotment, 
and there art four small ellotments west of the South Fork of the Madison Another allotment is 
located on the west side of Hebgen Lake. The private lands im the Horse Butte area include one 
major Landowner, who grazes cattle at the site but does not have s residence there, and three 
subdivisions. Not al! subdivision lots have been developed. Many of the subdivision residents 
have indicated a willingness to accommodate bison in them area. 


We believe that wildlife should recerve preference on the affected national foresi lands - 
particularty whea bison are otherwise slaughtered by the hundreds, and the Gallatin National 
Forest management plan requires such a wildlife prionty on the lands adjacent to the park. It is 
wruch casier to manage domestic cattle than to manage wild bison. 


GYC does not believe that cactle must be removed from the public lands to accommodate 
bison. We believe the msk of transmission is remote and that reasonable efforts to keep bison 
and cattle apert, with a minimal period of separation, 1s sufficient. However, Montana's actions 
in kilking bison throughout the winter - even six months defore cattle are expected to arrive on 
the public lands - and in killing low nsk bison suggest an unwillingness on the state's part to 
accept reasonable conditions for separation, desprte language in the state's last intenm plan 
stating 3 60 day penod of separation is sufficient. Instead of leaving the exact number of days of 
separation to the discr=von of the Montana state vetermanan to decide at some later time, the 
required separation should be estabiished in the EIS since it provides the basis for many of the 
actions outlined in the pian. 


If such inflexibility continues, resulting is similar dire consequences for bison as has 
occurred in the past, the public will continue to call for the removal of all cattle on these public 
lands. We suggest the changing of public grazing allotments is 2 much better alternative than 
inviting a national debate, and decision, to force 2 chotce about either wildlife or cattle on the 
public lands around Yellowstone 


While the Forest Service has noted the long-term bison use of public lands west of the 
park, a use that also occurs at Eagle Creek/Bear Creek north of the park, the DEIS does not 
describe the process for allotment decisions even though cattle grazing on these allotments ts 
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critecal to any bison management decision 


in some cases, no formal Allotment Management Pian or Environmental Assessment hes 
been done, including the Park and Sentne! Butte allowpents north of the park. This also appears 
to be the case for the Horse Butte allotment west of the park, which was tentatively scheduled 
for analysis in 1999. These allotments happer to be locations where the greatest conflict, and 


Other allotments are comung up s00n for reacwel (Slip and Slide, Sulphur Sprigs) or 
Creek) Another is in ‘non-use’ (Lion Creek). Exvironmental assessments (EAs) have been 
completed for some of the most recent renewals, but did not specifically address bison use of the 
lands, and potenua!l conflicts between bison and cattle use of thesr: lands. 


It ts not sufficient to continue to rely on past EAs, if they even exist, since those analyses 
did not specifically comsader bisou conflicts. Given the slaughter af wild bison thet hes occurred 
in the past simply because bison try to use these national forest lands, the Forest Service needs to 
evaluate all potential affected allotments north end west of the park as part of this EIS process. 
These evaluations must analyze options to allow bison access t) wimter range by giving priority 
to wild bison on these public lands as directed by the Forest Plan. 


. i . oe Genine sit s of —— _— ee —~ oe 
by changmng allounent uses, or by closing allotments. There may also be opportunities to 
with] pow nent snail - 


The Rete of Elk 

The Cucens' Pian states that any program to reduce or eliminate brucellosis in Greater 
Yellowstone bison will only be used in conjunction with other risk management strategies 
outlined in the Plan, and wii] not proceed without sumiiar considerations for the elk popuistons 
whach are also infected with the disease 


Bruceiloms is carned by elk and other anumais in Greater Yellowstone and is potentially 
trensrmissible between elk and bison. Consequently, it makes po sense to engage in any program 
that sttempts to control or eradicave brucellosis in bison without consideration of the potential 
for reinfection by eik (set cartier discussion of ecosystem management). 


According to the Netionai Research Council report, & abortus is unlikely to be 
maintained in elk in Greater Yellowstone in the absence of the bison reservoir and if the elk 
wanler feedgrounds are closed The report also stated that transmission from elk to cattle is 
“believed to be extremely uniikely in normal calving on tradinonal elk calving ranges and 
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probably oocurs only in the close confines of elk feeding grounds ~ (p38) 


Less than 2 percent of non-feodground elk are seropositive, while elk at the feedgrounds 
in Wyoming have a much higher rate, about 34-37 percent, because the dense concentrations of 
elk create conditions favorable to disease transmission. Anecdotal evidence in six cases in the 
Jackson Hole area indicates that elk were the more likely source of the suspected bruceilosis 
transmission than bison, although even this essumption is based on circumstantial evidence in all 
six cases, and wildlife could not be determined to be the source of the brucellosis infection. The 
DEIS notes that the additive influence of feedground elk may be a factor in keeping the bison 
seroprevalence rates higher un Grand Teton National Park (GTNP) after vaccination than might 
occur in YNP bison. 


The disease cannot be climuinated in bison as long as clk have the disease. Elimination of 
the disease in clk cannot be accomplished unless the feedgrounds are closed or .ignificantly 
modified. Without a comprehensive strategy that addresses both bison and elk, any effort to 
chminate brucellosis in bison is futile. 


Options for reducing sero-prevalence in elk include improving habrtat by reducing 
livestock overgrazing of clk migration routes on Grand Teton National Park and the surrounding 
Bridger-Teton N Jonal Forest, closing or modifying certain feedground operations, dispersing 
elk from the feedgrounds prior to calving, lowering elk herd sizes to be more in line with 
available habitat, and raising feed banks. 


Scientific Uncertaiaty - 

The Citizens’ Plan supports research on the incidence, distribution, transmission and 
contro! of bruceibosis, and nsk management opbons. It states that the research should be 
coordinated among all agencies, including the Department of Interior, and respect other 
management objectives of the agencies It also proposes a ten year time frame to enable a timety 
re-evaluation of emerging scientific data 


There is substantia! disagreement among scientists about the underlying issues central to 
the Yellowstone bison management decisions. While research cfforts have increased in the last 
few years, it has lagged far behind the nee, which was recognized by many of the public who 
commented during scoping. The agencies admit in the DEIS that prior to 1995, there were no 
controlled field studies to observe bison in YNP to determine the mechanism of transmission or 
occurrence of abortions. The Nationa! Park Service has only just initiated research to formally 
monitor wildlife movements and bison use of groomed roads, spurred by a 1997 lawsuit. 


This lack of information and understanding of ecological relanonships underscores the 
high potential for iskely failure if the agencies are compelled to respond by taking drastic actions 
that are not well supported. Maintaining Yellowstone as an ecological baseline requires 
systematic monitoring to provide a reliable basis for judging the effects of humans and the 
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sucocss of management actions Jeopardizing Yellowstone Nationa! Park as an ecological 
bascline will heighten the current level of uncertainty and disagreement when failures ovcur and 
there is no clear explanation of why they occurred because of the abseace of controls. 


Much of this needed systematic monitoring is not occurring As a result, the agencies are 
attempting o make major management decisions with little scientific data. The DEIS 
acknowledges thai within the scientific community there are differing opinions about the 
appropniatencss or nc. -ssity of a management emphasis on the control or climinatioe of 
Brucella abortus, the eavironmental consequences of actions necessary to contro! or eradicate 
the diseasc, and the consequences of not controlling or eradicating brucellosis from this bison 
herd. There is disagreement regarding the risk of B. abortus transmission from bison and elk to 
domestic livestock, the applicability of information derived from studies of the disease in 
domestic bison and cattle, and appropriate methods for the conduct of additional research to 
determine the risk of transmission. 


The NRC report notes that two of the most difficult issues to address, because of 
minimal research to date, concern the probability and mode of transmission of bruceilosis 
among wildlife species, and the probability of transmission among free-ranging animals and 
between wildlife and cattle It also states that even the true prevalence of brucellosis in Greater 
Yellowstone Area (GY A) bison and elk is unknown because of insufficient sampling and 
imprecise methods. It says that almost no controlled research has been done on those subjects 
and the available evidence is essentially anecdotal and inferential. 


According to the DEIS, it is not possible to quantify the risk of B. abortus transmission 
from bison and clk in the GYA to livestock because most of the variables that define risk (degree 
of association with various classes of infectious and susceptible animals, number and density of 
infectious animals, viability of the organism, vaccination, herd management option, and natural 
resistance) are unknown. The NRC report notes that the capecity of B. abortus to survive in soil 
and debris at varied temperature, acidity, and relative humidity has a great bearing on numbers 
of bacteria available for transmission. It also states that little is known about how long bacteria 
survive after abortion or birth events under natural conditions in YNP. While some work is being 
done on assessing the significance of these variables, it will take many years to complete 


Other references in the DEIS to specific areas where there is a lack of data or significant 
disagreement over interpretation of data include the difficulty of imterpreting culture results: the 
impossibility of determining or quantifying the risk of bacterial transmission based on serologic 
and culture tests; and differences thet likely exist among cattle and bison in how the disease is 
transmitted (different clinical, pathological and population effects in bison). 


As noted in the DEIS, the significant knowledge gaps concerning the epidemiology and 
ecological role of the disease and the effects of possible management actions on the bison in 
Wood Buffalo National Park led one pane! to recommend a bison research program be initiated 
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before developing a final action plan A five-year research program is now underway. We 
suggest there is a ssmilar nced to fill knowledge gaps in Yellowstone bison management. Any 
drastic action could have unintended and unanticipated consequences and should be delayed 
until those knowledge gaps are filled. The commitment to research must be reinforced, and the 
research must respect other management objectives of the agencies. 


In contrast to the proposal to adopt the management plan for 15 years, the Citizens ' Plan 
proposes a ten year time frame. Supporters of the Plan felt there is a need, because of the paucity 
of scientific data related to bison and brucellosis, to review the Plan in no more than ten years in 
the context of new scientific information. 


The DEIS repeatedly acknowledges the lack of scientific information. The DEIS team 
adopted an objective to base its alternatives on factual information, with the recognition that the 
scientific database is changing and that professionals do not agree on the ecological issues 
central to this controversy Appendix D is an extensive list of research topics approved by the 
GYIBC related to bison, elk and brucellosis; many have not been funded yet, and many others 
have not yet begun. This provides strong support for a ten year time limit for this pian. 


Clearly, the agencies are attempting to make a major wildlife management decision, with 
i far-reaching impacts, on the basis of very little scientific information, and with 
information over which there is substantial scientific disagreement. Consequently, the agencies 
should err on the side of extreme caution in this plan, with minimal disruption of population 
dynamics, and agree to develop a new plan in 10 years when better scientific information is 
available. 


Ecological Carryieg Capacity 

The Citizens‘ Plan proposes that scientifically sound herd size limits, based on 
interspecies ecology, range health, population viability and other factors, will be established for 
the public lands outside the park within the SMA. If additional public lands become availabie, 
for example, through land exchange, public purchase or easement, population limits would be 
modified to reflect the increased availability of winter range to bison. These herd size limits 
would be reviewed annually by a cooperative team which would include wildlife professionals 
from the conservation community and the Indian tribes as well as state and federal agencies (see 
tier discussion), 


In contrast, the DEIS alternatives propose population ranges for the entire SMA based on 
population ranges estimated for the park alone. The document states that consideration of 
average forage production, winter severity, and other factors finds that Yellowstone Nationa! 
Park will support a long-term average of 2,700 bison (fluctuating between 1,700 and 3,500). 
NPS research currently underway to study the ecological carrying capacity in the park is 
apparently restricted to the park itself. Our objective is to have ecological carrying capacities 
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established that consider the larger arca available to bison, while limiting wildlife removals to 
areas outside the park. 


The very first of nine objectives listed in the DBIS used by the agencies to determine the 
reasonableness of cach alternative says that the agencies used mathematical models to estimate 
the number of bison the park could support, based on plant forage production and winter 
severity. The maximum bison population ranges proposed in the DEIS for lands ostside the park 
represent the numbers of bison that have been able to overwinter successfully outside the park 
without coming in contact with cattle. The separate and different consideration of lands within 
and outside the park is biologically unsound. The ecological carrying capacity should consider 
lands within and outside the park based on biological factors, not on whether cattle may be 
present outside the park. 


Fluctuations in wildlife populations in natural environments like Yellowstone must be 
accepted. No matter how desirable it may be from a management standpoint to have more 
stability in wildlife communities to better plan agency responses, stochastic events will cause 
substantial shifts in populations. The DEIS acknowledges that bison movements on the Northern 
Range are highly variable and are not correlated with population size but rether are influenced 
by extremely severe winter weather. Under the government's plan, however, the adoption of an 
artificially low and narrow population range seeks to severely limit that natural fluctuation and 
acknowledges an unwillingness to accommodate natural processes. Attempting to impose such a 
static balance risks disruption of the natural environment in ways not yet known and difficult to 
measure in the absence of other control areas. 


Referencing a mathematical model is one thing. It's something else entirely to actually 
use the mode! as the basis for proposing allowable population ranges using the same parameters 
as the model analyzed. 


More than half the DEIS alternatives propose to keep the bison population for the entire 
SMA well below 3,500, the maximum number of bison the park was estimated to be able to 
support. The government's preferred alternative establishes an upper population range for the 
SMA that was arbitrarily set at 1,000 below what the park can support. Alternative 4 would keep 
the bison population between 2,800 and 3,200 after 10 years, and bison populations would be 
about 2,900 for both alternatives 5 and 6. Although the DEIS says that for many of the 
alternatives bison removals are tied to the serological status of the animals, that has not been the 
case in the past, nor is it the case with the interim plan which forms the basis for Phase | under 
several alternatives. Many bison have been shot that have never been tested. The potential 
remains for killing without testing in all DEIS proposals except alternative 2, phase 2. 


The deterministic mode! used to estimate bison populations under various alternatives 
does not consider winter mortality. Bison population numbers will be lower than estimated in 
the DEIS by taking into account only human-caused mortality. Yet winter mortality may amount 
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to anywhere from 2 percent to 10 percent of the fall population (for example, the number of 
bison that died from natural causes during the severe winter of 1996-1997 is estimated at 300- 
400 bison, or about 10 percent of the fall, 1996 population). 


This same mode! projects three differen: scenarios for the number of bison exiting the 
park based on a percentage of the number of bison removed in 1996-97 (1,084). The high 
emigration estimate is at 90 percent of | 084, or 975 animals. This high estimate likely 
underestimates the number of bison under severe winter conditions. The number of 
bison that emigrated in 1996-97 was greater than 1,084. Not only did bison leave the park after 
the bison removals stopped at the end of March and were hazed back ia, but there is also the 
possibility that bison that were hazed beck into the park earlier in the winter ultimately survived 
the debacle. Second, the DEIS only uses 90 percent of that lower figure, thus further distorting 
the underestimate. Higher numbers of bison may emigrate, and have emigrated in the past, and 
any management plan that is adopted has to detail how those bison will be dealt with. 


Underestimating the high emigration figure means the agencies have to manage 
unanticipated migrations in the midst of controversy and in an emergency situation, and without 
public comment. That has not worked in the past and is not the best way to manage wildlife 
populations. 


In 1996, the agencies estimated that no more than 569 bison would be killed under the 
adopted interim plan because that was the highest number killed in the past. Because they 
neglected to envision and pian for a migration that could and did happen, over twice as many 
bison were killed as anticipated, the agencies were unprepared to deal with the migration and 
were unable to agree on a contingency pian despite the rapidly escalating number of slaughtered 
bison. 


It is certainly possible that the agencies will again be faced, even more than once under 
certain alternatives, with a migration in the magnitude of more than | ,000-1,200 bison, and 
management actions should be evaluated under that scenario. The agencies should also be 
developing and using data about numbers of bison exiting the park instead of relying on arbitrary 
percentages of bison killed during a past winter. 


Some folks who have commented on bison management allege the park is overgrazed by 
elk and bison. They cal! for management within the park, including test-and-slaughter. The DETS 
notes there is no evidence of overgrazing of rengelands within Yellowstone National Park and 
acknowledges that information is still needed regarding the decline of woody vegetation. It also 
notes there is a low to moderate degree of diet overlap between bison and elk, although there is a 
high degree of habitat overlap. NRC investigators reported that an examination of bison killed 
outside the park during the hard winters of 1991-92 and again in 1996-97 indicated excellent 
body condition, with little evidence of inadequate forage or quality available to bison. 
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The DEIS agrees that bison play an important role in Yellowstone's ecosystem. It also 
finds that grazing by clk and bison can increase productivity and stability of grassland systems 
and enhance the nutnent content of grazed plants. We suggest the agencies should acknowledge 
that many residents incorrectly believe that bison are overgrazing Yellowstone Nationa! Park. 


The maximum bison population ranges proporsd in the DEIS for lands outside the park 
(50-100 in both the Reese Creek and West Yellowstone areas, 100-200 in the Eagle Creek/Bear 
Creek area, 200 in the Gardiner Vailey area) are not substantiated. There is only a statement that 
these population ranges, excluding the Gardiner Velley area, represent the numbers of bison that 
have been able to overwinter outside the park without coming in contact with cattle. 
At the same time, the DEIS acknowledges that past deta demonstrate that the number of bison 
moving beyond park boundaries is highly variable from year to year and shows no strong or 


We object to using these population ranges for land outside the park for several reasons. 
First, the biological factors that should go into determining populations of bison that can be 
accommodated outside the park is not considered. Second, the agencies do not consider the 
movement of bison back and forth between the park and areas outside the park, in contrast to 
overwintering. There is significant temporary movement across park boundaries, such as on the 
west side near Cougar meadows. These temporary movements of bison must be accommodated 
without forcing immediate drastic removal actions. Finally, we do not accept that proximity to 
cattle should determine how many bison can be accommodated outside the park, particularly on 
public lands, as noted earlier. 


The removal of bison based on seroprevaience results in much lower numbers of bison 
on these lands than could othe- vise be accommodated, even urder the DEIS assumptions. There 
is no scientific basis for maintaining the bison herds outside the park below the carrying capacity 
of those lands. 


have been established for ranges outside the park; what lands were included in the evaluation; 
how the availability of additional lands might affect the ecological carrying capacity, how 
temporary movements will be accommodated; and how cattle numbers and uses could be 
modified on public lands to accommodate bison. In addition, we also recommend annual review 
of the ecological carrying capacity and factors effecting established population ranges through a 
cooperative public/private management team, discussed elsewhere in this document 


The Citizen’ Plan calls for establishing a scientifically-based minimum bison herd size 
that considers average winter habitat within and outside the park and potential winter severity. It 
states that under no circumstance would the bison herd be reduced below a minimum adjusted 
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buffalo herd size (1700 adjusted by the population that could as 2 minsmum be accommodated 
on lands outside the park). 


Currently, thc agencies’ proposed minimum herd size for lands within the park is 1700 
bison. This herd suze limit should be increased to include consideration of winter habitat outside 
the park 


The DEIS references unpublished work by Craig Knowles regarding the minimum viable 
herd size of 580 srumals. A paper by Knowles, Mitchell and Fox, titled Trends in Bison 
Management: What It Mens for the Species, wes included in the proceedings of the 1997 
International Symposium on Bison Ecology and Management in North America, held in 
Bozeman, Montana. Knowles et al discuss this minimum viable number, and references earlier 
work by Dale Lott and others, “Should public herds be trading bison to maintain diversity in the 
gene pool and/or prevent inbreeding depression?” which was published in the proceedings of 
the North American Bison Workshop, held in Missoula, Montana ten years earlier. 


Lott et al acknowledged that as a result of the low bison population levels earlier this 
ceatury, “some unknown level of genetic diversity has certainly been lost.” Others have 
suggested this level of loss of genetic diversity may be in the neighborhood of 25 percent. Lott 
states that as many as 580 mature animals might be required for an effective wild bison breeding 
population to avoid inbreeding 


As noted earlier, Knowles et al use this minimum population estimate in 2 broader 
discussion of wild bison management principles, including maintaining the viability and 
integrity of the species. They point out that genetic monitoring at Custer State Park has shown 
that its tightly managed herd of about 1,000 adult animals is not sufficient to maintain genetic 
diversity over the long term without genetic screening of breeder bulls. Otherwise, an exchange 
of animals among herds is necessary. In addition, an examination of public bison herds showed 
that very few herds meet this minimum herd size and all are tightly controlled, threatening 
genetic diversity. 


There are a few significant points to be gained from this discussion. Population levels 
much higher then 580 animals may be needed to maintain genetic diversity in berds that are 
tightly managed (for specific age or sex ratios, health or physical conditions) in limited areas. 
Interest in maintaining the wild character of bison suggests the need to refrain from 
certain traits bison need to survive and reproduce under natura] conditions. Large public herds 
with adequate range, such as is available in Yellowstone but in few areas elsewhere, thus hold 
the best hope for maintaining genetic diversity and the wild character of bison over the long 
term. 


The fact that the bison herd recovered from very low numbers at the turn of the century 
does not mean the population’s genetic diversity was not affected, and should not be used as an 
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excuse to keep bison at low numbers. While YNP bison are the most diverse genetically, as 
noted in the NRC report, some unknown level of genetic diversity was certainly lost as a result 
of the population bottleneck. 


The more tightly the Yellowstone bison herd is managed, the higher the minimum viable 
herd needed to maintain genetic diversity. Consider again the principles presented by Knowies et 
al to maintain the genetic diversity and wild character of bison, which include: |) maintaining a) 
a minimum viable herd size of 580 anumals to avoid unbreeding and prevent genetic depletion, b) 
a natural sex ratio, and c) a full range of age classes; 2) allowing for exchange of animals 
between herds, 3) providing for random harvest of animals; 4) providing a large enough pasture 
to accommodate the herd on a year-round basis; and 5) allowing disease (excluding exotics) and 
predation to interact on the bison herd. If managers alter the aatural sex ratio, limit the range of 
age classes, have a selective harvest of animals, have little or no opportunity for exchange of 
animals, or limit beson access to winter range lands, the minimum herd number would have to be 
higher than 580 animals. 


Another point is that human actions are :.ct the only influence on the bison herd. 
Stochastic events must be taken into account. Natural mortality takes its own toll, as it did in 
1996-97 when 300-400 bison died from ratural causes (the same year | 100 bison were killed by 
government officials). This means the agencies have to allow for natural mortality, and thus 
maintain the herd well above the accepted minimum herd size to maintain diversity. 


The very first of nine objectives listed in the DEIS used by the agencies to determine the 
reasonableness of cach alternative says that each alternative also includes measures to prevent 
the population from dropping below minimum sumbers as a result of increased kills by 
agencies. There is an implication in the DEIS that the population will be maintained above 1700, 
but none of the alternatives except Alternative 2 (which relies on natural forces to determine 
herd size) commit to ending lethal controls at any specific level. In fact, Alternative 5 
acknowledges that the herd size could approach the minimum viable size of 580 animals needed 
to maintain genetic viability. Even then, there is no commitment that slaughter operations 
would be halted, they may just be ‘slowed’ (p. 94). 


The agencies must evaluate the assumptioes underlying the suggested initial minimum 
herd size, and the extent to which those conditions are being met in Yellowstone. They must also 
allow for natural mortality when 


bison herd in Yellowstone, an opportunity not present or practiced with other public herds. 


Finally, they should agree to stop any management removals when the herd size approaches this 
minimum adjusted herd size. 


The DEIS appears to have underestimated the importance of ungulates and the effects of 
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bison population reductions in the diet of the grizzly bear. The historic grizzly bear-bison 
predator-prey relahonshep on the Missouri River plains of Montana was documented by Lewis 
end Clark when they explored the area in 1805-1806. While the DEIS refereaces recent work by 
Dave Mattson on the effects of bison population redwctions on grizzly bear, the substance of that 
work has not been fully incorporated into this analysis. 


As Mattson and others have reported, bison are 2 critical part of the Yellowstone grizzly 
bear's diet, especially in spring and fall. The importance of mest in their diet may increase as 
other food sources such as whitebark pine seeds and cutthroat trout decrease, and from loss of 
bear habitat on private lands. During years of poor whitebark pine and berry production, meat is 
often the deciding factor in the bear's ability to survive and thus move closer to recovery. Recent 
publications by Gerald Green et ai, Deve Mattson, and Kerry Gunther and Mark Haroldson show 
that in Yellowstone, growing ungulate populations, particularly bison and elk, may have 
contributed to earlier bear reproduction, increased litter size, and reduction in female mortality, 
and contributed positively to grizzly trends since the mid-1980s. Bison carcasses are more 
important to grizzly bears than elk because of their higher fat content and greater biomass, as 
well as increased success in competition with other scavengers for bison carcasses. Grizzly bears 
in Yellowstone were found to derive from 50 percent to as much as 80 percent of their caloric 
intake from ungulates. 


As the DEIS notes, Alternative 5 (or any test and slaughter approach) would significantly 
decrease the number of bison available as prey or carcasses for grizzly bears. The bison 
population could be reduced to 1257 in the year 1999, s 43 percent reduction from the previous 
year, and an over 60 percent drop from the fall, 1996 population. The DEIS also acknowledged 
the possibility that while the population was not expected to drop to 580 animals under this 
alternative, such « level could be reached, at which time capture, test and slaughter 
would slow or cease. There is still no firm commitment to ending the killing of bison as the 
populations approached 580 animals. 

Over the first 10 years of Alternative 5, the reduction in bison population would have 
potential moderate to major negative impacts on grizzly bears, even without consideration of 
stochastic factors such as weather. When higher removals are considered, more significant 
effects on grizzly bears may occur. The EIS must evaluate the impacts on grizzly bears noted 
above and discussed in the referenced papers (reproduction, survival, conflicts and mortalities). 
The agencies should initiate formal consultation with the U. S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 


Any bison management plan that significantly reduces the bison population could 
jeopardize the grizzly bear population through lower reproduction, longer average intervals 
between litters, and decreases in cub and sub-edult survival and litter sizes. Grizzly bear-human 
action that results in even moderate impacts to grizzly bears as the DEIS acknowledges would 
occur under Alternative 5 or any test-and-slaughter plan, and mey occur under other alternatives. 
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The Citizens’ Plan proposes to manage bison outside the park within the SMAs; 
removals are a function of population levels, not seroprevalence. Two options for managing 
bison populations as the herd size approaches the maximum limit for the public lands outside the 
park are offered. One is removal through an appropriate, regulated public harvest, as opposed to 
killing by government officials. The other 1s the use of live removal during episodic movements. 
Citizens’ Plan supporters adamantly oppose privatization of wildlife. 


No priority for type of removal is established in the Citizens ' Plan. Some Pian supporters 
prefer live removal over public harvesi, others prefer public harvest. We do agree, however, that 
ne Gre method can work everywhere, under every condition, and that there is need for flexibility 
to allow managers to choose the option that is more appropriate for a particular location and 
situation. The inclusion of both options recognizes this need and the support among the public 
for either option. Culling and reiocation are also recognized by the authors of he NRC report as 
options for management. 


GYC does not fee! that bison can be allowed to go anywhere they want outside the park 
in anv numbers that might be present, we therefore support controlling bison populations. There 
are habitat limits, and on private lands other uses nasy limit bison use of these lands. There are 
positive and negative aspects to each of the removal options discussed here, but with thoughtful 
and practical consideration to all aspects, each can be used successfully to maintain a healthy 
and viable bison population. 


It is worthwhile to review the 1963 Leopold report, Wildlife Management in the National 
Parks, since many of its findings are stil! relevant today. The authors suggested several options 
applicable to Ye''owstone to achieve balance between ungulate populations and hebitat, 
inctuding: |) natural predstion, 2) trapping and transplanting, 3) shooting excess wildlife as they 
migrate outside the park (late hunts are one method, although they noted that care must be taken 
to preserve, not eliminate, non-migratory traditions), and 4) control by shooting within the parks 
by personne! under the jurisdiction of the NPS (when other methods are inapplicable or 
impractical). 


These are still the options today: to allow nature to play its ecological role in controlling 
bison populations, or to remove animals through killing, or alive to be transported to other lands. 
Natural predation will continue to have an influence on bison populations, particularly with the 
reintroduction of the wolf, and the presence of grizzly bears. We do not support, and believe 
there is strong widespread nationa! and regional opposition to, shooting animals in the park, and 
to test and slaughter of wild animals in the park. As the responses to public scoping indicated, 
less than | percent favored removal of bison outside the park by stete officials. That opposition 
continues, and the Citizens’ Plan specifically states that the harvest of excess bison should not 
be conducted by government officials. We believe there is a role for the public in controlling 
bison populations outside the park. 
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Public Harvest 

There continues to be qualified support for a pubic harvest of excess bison. Public 
harvest has been the traditional method of controlling wildlife populations in Greater 
Yellowstone for over a century. During scoping on this issue céght years ago, about |2 percent of 
the written comments from individuals, 20 percent of those from interest groups and almost one- 
third of those who commented at public mectings supported s public hunt. Less than | perceat of 
individuals who provided written comments said removals should be done outside the park by 
state officials. 


Throughout last winter, sportsmen and conservation groups around Montena expressed 
strong opposition to the widespread killing of migrating bison by agency personnel. At the same 
time, people recognized thst wildlife populations need to be controlled. Many support s public 
harvest, but also want to ensure that such a harvest be done ethically. They were appalled by the 
way the public hunts were conducted in 1985-1990, with hunters sccompamied by helpers, 
wardens and media, and the hunts conducted on open, fiat landscapes along the river. 


The managing agencies should recognize that bison present a different challenge than 
other wildlife. The Yellowstone bison use open valleys, ase not accustomed to being hunted, and 
currently are not ss wary as other unguistes. There is a common perception that the bison will 
remain stationary aad will therefore be easy targets. However, as the DEIS notes in quoting 
Mary Meagher, “Bison leam quickly to avoid actions such as hazing or bunting as casily as they 
learn to use groomed roads or trails for travel.” This was the experience in 1996-97. Bison are 
hunted on public lands elsewhere in the country. t would be worthwhile to detail how those 
hunts are operated, and the response of bison to the presence of hunters. 


The objective of public harvest is to allow the public to help control excess bison. We 
suggest calling it exactly what it is: a public harvest of excess bison populations. It 1s not a hunt 
in the traditional sense of the word. The participating public should be required to go through an 
orientation similar to that held in Wyoming, which includes, for each participant, a discussion of 
the issues involved in harvesting bison. 


Despite the commitment in the DEIS (for example, in the government's alternative) that 
the agencies would request the 1999 Montana Legisiature to authorize a fair chase hunt for 
bison, and the assumption under alternatives 3, 4 and 7 that public hunting would be approved 
by the Montana Legislature in 1999 and begin in 2000, the Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks does not intend to ask for such authority. The Department's presentation 
before the Montana Environmental Quality Council on October 29 did not include such 
proposed legislation, and a representative of the department confirmed no such bill was planned 
for the 1999 legysleture. The commitment in the DEIS under the government's preferred pian 
was not contingent on the release of a Record of Decision (ROD), and does not need to wait 
until there is a Record of Decision. Any suggestion that such a bill would be ‘predecisional’ is 
nothing more than abandonment of the DEIS commitment, and serves as an example of why 
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there is a lack of trust by the public of the agencies in trying to resolve this debate. 


The last EIS schedule adopted by the agencies pursuant to the court settlement 
anticipated a final EIS issued four months after the end of the public comment period, and a 
Record of Decision two months later. Under a simular time frame based on the current comment 
period, the ROD would be issued May 2, 1999, two weeks after the end of the 1999 session, and 
more than a year and a half before the next legislative session is scheduled to start. That would 
mean @ minimum of two winters that a public harvest, if approved by the agencies in a ROD, 
could not be implemented The only option, then, for removing surplus bisun, would be live 
removal, involving capture and quarantine. We ebaolutely disagree with restricting removal 
options to only live removal. in addition, live removal and establishment of a quarantine facility 
would require NEPA/MEPA compliance, which could take more than a year, thus restricting 
removal options to the same agency slaughter thet hes occurred in the past, since neither public 
harvest nor Irve removal would be available for several years. 


It ts certainly possible to present a bill to authorize public harvest of surplus bison to the 
1999 Montana Legislature contingent on a ROD that includes such a harvest. The fact that the 
state of Montana does not intend to introduce such a bill undermines the entire commitment of 
the agencies to Alternative 7, and to any plan thet includes public harvest as part of an integrated 
bison management pian. The public trust is further eroded, and certainly, the public outrage over 
how bison have been managed wil! intensify. We find the state's refusal to introduce a bill 
irresponsible and contrary to promises made in the DEIS. 


The Cutizens' Plan recognizes public concer over extensive lethal removals and the 
challenge in otherwise managing excess populations. It supports live removal as one of two 
options for managing bison herd approaching the maximum ecological carrying capacity for 
lands outside the park. The Citizens’ Plan states that live removal and transfer to quarentine 
under strict conditions, while inappropriate for other wildlife species, is considered acceptable in 
these circumstances because of the very low number of wild bison, the concern for keeping more 
of the wild bison alive, and the interest of Native Americans in restoring buffalo to their culture. 


Furthermore, the Cisizens' Plan supports a pasture-type health certification facility 
located in Montana, Wyoming or idaho to facilitate the transfer of live excess bison to Indian 
reservations or other public lands. The Citizens‘ Plan states thet the facility will not be located 
within the park, or elsewhere in the SMA where significant resources or natural processes would 
be placed at risk because of the facility, including wildlife migrations or winter range. This 
would preclude locating the quarantine facility on lands adjacent to the park. 


Many people protest the extensive shooting or killing of bison; some object to all bison 
killing. The opposition to lethal controls was identified as a significant concern during scoping 
in 1990. GYC recognizes that bison behave differently than other species subject to traditional 
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public hunts, making it umpossible to provide an ethical public harvest in all cases of excess 
bison. We also believe the Yellowstone National Park bison herd is the most geactically diverse 
bison herd, a finding supported in the National Research Council report, and there is a 
significam public value im establishing herds from excess perk bison on othe: lands. 


DEIS alternatives allowing for the live removel of bison state that when scronegative 
bison have completed quarantine, they would be released live to requesting organizations or 
agencies, and could be soid (p. 254). Alternative 7 anticopates that released bison would be 
available to establish bison populations on tribal lands, other appropriate lands or provided to 
other appropriate public institations and qualified recipients (p. 109). The DEIS also estimates 
the value of bison removed from the park alive and relessed from quaramtine at $1,800 each. 


There is s big difference between providing live, excess bison to other government 
eatibes, such as recognized Native Americas tribes or federal agencies t0 manage on other 
public lands, and providing wild publicly-owned bison to individuals and businesses, or for 
commercial use. Sumilarty, the idea of selitng live publuciy-owned bison is very controversial 
and has not had any public discussion in Montane or elsewhere. 


The language authorizing the Montana DOL to cupture, test, quarantine, vaccinate and 
sell live wild bison was added to s totally unrelated bill requiring mest from illegally taken game 
animals to be donsted to food banks (House Bill 547). This was done in the waning days of the 
notice or hearing. 


In other words, Montana approved the privatization and selling of live wild animals 
migrating from Yellowstone National Park without adequate chance for Montana citizens or 
anyone else to be involved. It is not the case, as suggested in the DEIS, that the public wants live 
bison made available not just to Native Americans but to other organizations and the general 
public. The State of Montans may want it, based on its legislation that received no public debate, 
but such an objective was certainly not expressed during the scoping period, nor has it been 
expressed in asry meaningful way since then by the public. 


Given the statements by DOL personne! regarding wanting to climninate the discase in 
bison first, then going after elk (Livingston Eaterprise, June 17,1998, included as Attachment 
G), the public hes legitimate concerns about not just bison, but the public's elk being sold to the 
highest bidder as well. When you combine this scenario with the potential for large numbers of 
bison to be removed in this way (see, for example, the intent under Alternative 7, the 
governments’ proposal, to ship “as many seronegative bison as possible to a quarantine 
facility”), a new, significantly egregious policy has been established by Montana, without public 
discussion, that could have tremendous impacts on its wildlife management policres. 


This DEIS should not facilitate this whitewash. It should acknowledge that no public 
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Comment process was followed by Montana is passing legssiation to privatize and sell wildlife 
nugranng from Yellowstone Nanonal Park, and there is significant desagroement over thes 
provision. It should offer an alternative that provides that only excess bison will be removed live 
outside the park and only after ecological carrying capacities have been determined for lands 
outside the park, and that bison removed live will only be transferred to Natrve Americas tribes 
and to other public lands (see discusmon below for more detail). 


Some members of the public oppose a quaraminne facility because of concerns over bison 
handling, 2ss on smmals, the length of nme bison would heve to reanain in quarantine, and the 
nature of the confinement While we support tive removal of excess bison, we shave those 
concerns, and believe it is incumbent on the agencies to ensure safe, utinimal and humane 
hawsdting of bison, and relocation to as wild and natural an environment es possible. The uinmste 
chsposition of the buson 1s also a concem, and should reflect the mterest of the public m ensuring 
that bison should not be saved ‘rom sisughter in Yellowstone only to be slaughtered somewhere 
else. The ITBC has indicated its commitment that surples bison transferred to Native American 
tribes after completing quarantine would not be slaughtered. 


_ GYYC’s support of relocation of live animals is conditioned on meeting these criteria, We 
believe there is a sigmficant difference, for example, between moving animals to a crowded feed 
lot quarantme facility for three or four years, with constant human interaction and feeding and 
final disposition through sale to the highest commercial bidder, and moving animals 10 « pasture 
facility for uinmate transfer to Indian reservations or other public lands. For GYC, that choice 
means the difference between support for or opposition to ‘ve removal. 


GYC supports a pasture-type health certification facility for excess bison. We suggest 
that such # faculty include several large pastures of 320 acres or more to allow bison to forage 
on natural vegetston We are opposed to placing these animals in feed lot-type operations where 
they would be confined for long periods. 


We oppose any occupation of natura! wildlife migration comdors and winter range by 
the health certification facility. The public has spent millions of doliars acquiring lands and 
easements in and eround Yellowstone Natural Park over the last century expressly for the 
purpose of providing migrating animals with the winter range they need to survive severe 


SUONININSU] JOUOYDINPY puv uoyvzuvsi-Cd 


YELL-15420 contd. 


Greater Y elbowstone Coahtion - Yellowstone Bisoa DELS 38 


winters. Developing such lands - whether currently in the public ownership or privaicly held - 
for « quaranunc facility runs absolutely contrary to these efforts, and threatens the finure of the 
wildlife that need these lends. Other natural resources and processes should also not be 


negatively impacted by the development or operation of such a facility. 


Success of this program hinges on the humane treatment of bison during capture and 
transport. Such treatment has not necessarily been the case in the past, leading to conflict and 
physical protest, because of a tendency by some livestock and other agency officials to crowd 
bison and creste situations that resulted in injury among the bison. Bison are rounely 
transported by commercial operators, and we believe they can be transported in this case through 
humane and conscientious handling. 


Quarantine Protocol 

The Cittzens ' Plan calls for modification of the current quarantine protocol accepted by 
the Greater Yellowstone Lateragency Brucetlosis Committee (G YIBC) and modified and adopted 
by APHIS. That protocol is much more invasive, intrusive, time-intensive and costly than needed 
and requires more extreme measures than are required for other animels, including cattle, bison 
removed from the park in the past, and elk taken from outside the park. It is unnecessarily 
burdensome and expensive. Instead, the Citizens ' Plan proposes that a quarantine protocol be 
developed that is more effective, efficient, humane and economical. 


For example, when bison were taken from Yellowstone National Park and transferred to 
the Henry Mountains, no brucellosis test was conducted, even though it wes known at that time 
that the park herd had been exposed to brucellosis. We understand that one round-up and test- 
and-slaughter effort has been conducted on the herd since then. 


A private game ranch operator north of the park was found to have illegally captured 
wild elk. It is our understanding that his elk, which were exposed to brucellosis, were later sold 
to at least one other game ranch operator in the state, and thet the Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife and Parks allowed these elk to be transferred with only two brucellosis tests about one 
year apart, even though females were in the transferred herd. 


In the absence of any explanation of a need to the contrary, the bison quarantine protocol 
should be no more stringent than that demanded for other animals outside Yellowstone Nationa! 


Park. A comparison of this protocol to other quarantine protocols should be detailed in the EIS. 
Risk Reduction 


The Citizens’ Plan suggests that bruceliosis risk management should be focused on 
reducing the already very low potential for the transmission of brucellosis from wild bison to 
domestic cattle. 


The NRC report notes that under natural conditions, the risk of transmission from bison 
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or elk to cattle is very low, even for Yellowstone National Park bison. GYC supports attempts to 
restore natural couditions and minimize contact between bison and cattic as the best methods to 
reduce transmission risk. The first requirement in reducing the risk of transmission is to 
recognize the existing very low potential for tansmission from wild animals to cattle, and the 
factors that affect that risk. 


Six cases in the Jackson Hole area of suspected disease transmission from wildlife 
(pasticularty elk) include anecdotal evidence only, and wildlife could not be determined to be 
the source of the brucellosis infection. The NRC report quotes a study by Smith and Robbins 
(1994) thet maintains that only one case of possible transmission of B. abortus from elk or bison 
to cattle has occurred in the Jackson ares since 1951, and it might have been due to incorrect 
vaccination rather than contact with cattle. 


Recent rigorous testing of cultures from bison killed in and around Yellowstone National 
Park showed a very low number of positive enimals relative to the status indicated through field 
blood tests. This suggests the ifectiousness of bison is much lower than suggested in the DEIS. 
This data should be incorporated in the EIS. 


While much attention has been focused on diseased bison, the agencies and many in the 
hvestock industry have been remarkably silent about diseased elk, perhaps in recognition of the 
much stronger political constituency for elk. Brucellosis is also carried by elk in Greater 
Yellowstone and is transmissible between the two species. According to the NRC report, & 
abortus is unlikely to be maintained in elk in Greater Yellowstone in the absence of the bison 
reservou and if the efk infection rates are substantially reduced by closing winter feedgrounds 
and dispersing clk over a larger wintering area in the southern GYA. 


Vaccination of cattle is a much more workable approach to reducing the risk of 
transmission from bison to cattle than attempting to vaccinate bison, s position endorsed by the 
NRC investigators in their 1998 report. The risk could be lowered further through changing the 
type of cattle grazed around the park to spayed heifers or steers. 


The Citizens’ Plan calls for Montana and other states to recognize and accept the policy 
regarding low-risk bison presented by the federal agencies. According to APHIS, the NPS and 
the USFS, low risk bison are bulls, calves, year!ings, and cows that have already given birth. The 
federal agencies indicated in their September 26, 1997 letter to Montana regarding potential 
Changes to the Interim Bison Management Plan that APHIS would allow untested, low-risk bison 
to winter on public lands without jeopardizing the brucellosis class-free status of Montana. 
APHIS also determined that a 30-60 day separation between when bison ere present on the lands 
and when cattle retumn was sufficient to mitigate any potential risk. APHIS has since reiterated 
its commitment to following this low-risk policy and to intervene with other states if threats of 
sanctions result from Montana's ecceptance of APHIS’ low-risk policy. 
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Yet low-risk bison have been a large porticn of the bison killed over the last decade. 
Well over half the bison killed during 1996-97, and in 1997-98, were within this low risk 
cateory. In addition, all the bison killed thosc winters in the West Yellowstone area were killed 
prior to March 31, even though cattle are not scheduled to be in the area until June. If the 
agencies had abided by a 30-60 day separation requirement that winter, none of those bison 
would have had to be removed on the basis of a disease transmission threat. 


The debate over low risk is characteristic of the difficulties in resolving the broader 
issue Peterson et al, im their paper Bison-Brucellosis Managemen: Simulation of Alternative 
Strategres state that although males contract the disease, they are generally inconsequential 
factors in transmission. The Greater Yellowstone interagency Brucellosis Committee adopted a 
similar finding in 1995. The group's Informational Report Risk of Transmission of Brucellosis 
from Infected Bull Bison to Cattle, concludes: 

“The available evidence indicates that amy risk of Brucella abortus transmission from 

bison to cattle is almost certainly confined to contamination by a birth event by adult 

females. However, limited data exist demonstrating the presence of Brucella abortus 
orgarusms in bison semen, therefore, the risk of transmission from bull bison, though 
logically small, cannot be entirely based on existing information.” 


The NRC report, meanwhile, stated thet shedding of B. abortus in semen of bison is 
reportedly rare. The potential for venereal transmission from bison bulls to domestic cows may 
occur if such Dison are confined. However, B. abortus was not wansmitted in cattle during the 
use of an infected bull in natura! service for three years. The NRC investigators found thai 
practical experience suggests that transmission by bulls to cows by service among bison in the 
wild 1s unlikely, that bulls are not considered to be a likely source of transmission, and sugyested 
the practice of vaccinating cows without regard to bulls is a reflection of how rare venereal 
transmission from bulls is. 


The NRC report also noted thet even when bison with non-reproductive tract infection 
are in direct contact, bison-to-cattle transmission and even bison-to-bison transmission will 
rarely if ever occur, and thus, bison with aon-reproductive tract infection do not generally pose a 
risk of transmission to clk or cattle. The primary exception is that female bison infected only in 
non-reproductive tract tissues constitute s population of animals that can change to a high-risk 
populanon during pregnancy 


The DEIS states that despite increases in migration, oppo-tunities for transmission have 
been negligible because there has been no free association during high risk penods. There has, 
however, been association during low-rick periods, resulting in no transmission, thus 
underscoring the benefits of managing for separation without having to remove all bison. In 
1988-89, after the large bison migration of the previous winter down the Paradise Valley where 
bison intermingled with cattle herds, over 800 cattle were tested twice, and no infected cattle 
were found. Testing for almost a year in several counties in Wyoming adjacent to the park as a 
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result of a Station Review of that state’s class-free brucellosis status has discovered no infected 
cattle, despite intermungting of bison, elk and cattle. Bison could be accommodated on lands 
outside the park, even on lands where bison graze in summer, without posing any threat to cattle. 
The EIS should acknowledge these low risk situations. 


The DEIS refers to the 1997-98 adjustments to the 1996-97 interim plan, and includes the 
decision notice signed by the state of Montana (departments of Livestock and Fish, Wildlife and 
Parks), and the decision notice signed by the NPS on November, 27, 1997. The latter aotice 
references the intent to implement edjustments set out in e November 13, 1997 letter and the 
November 24, 1997 evaluation. The November 13 letter, however, is not included in the 
Appendix and should be, along with the September 27, 1997 letter from the federal agencies 
referenced earlier in this section. The November 13 letter is referenced directly in the decision 
notice, and in the DEJS. That correspondence and the September 27 letter provide a much- 
needed and clearer picture for the public of the ongoing debate over risk management and 
agency disagreements, topics which are otherwise ignored in the DEIS but are central to 
resolution of this controversy. 


While Montana, in rejecting the federal agencies’ policy of tolerating low-risk bison, 
claims it will use the best science, APHIS and the other federal agencies have adopted a policy 
they say is “based on and supported by the best available research, is sound and represents the 
optimum safe balance between maintaining a viable bison herd in the Park and protecting 
Montana cattle from the theat of brucellosis.” APHIS has indicated it will defend this position, 
and has said it will intervene with other states if threats of sanctions result from Montana’ s 
acceptance of APHIS’ low-risk policy. APHIS has said it canmot indemnify state livestock 
imerests for the imposition of sanctions, this only makes sense since the sanctions can - and have 
- been imposed arbitrarily and in the absence of infected livestock. 


The Citizens’ Plan states that bison may be vaccinated to reduce the seroprevalence of 
brucellosis if and when a scientifically-proven vaccine for bison is developed that is also found 
to be safe on nontarget species, can be administered in « nonintrusive delivery sysem, and 
complies with other management objectives of the resource-managing agency. Any program to 
reduce or eliminate brucellosis in Greater Yellowstone bisoa must only be used in conjunction 
with other risk management strategies outlined in the Plan, and will not proceed without similar 
considerations for the elk populations which are also infected with the disease. 


We do not support using Yellowstone National Park, or any national park or refuge, as a 
test site for vaccines not yet confirmed to be safe and effective. The GYIBC has reviewed a 
protocol for determining when a vaccine is safe and effective to use on wildlife populations in 
Greater Yellowstone, and that protocol should be followed. 


The NRC report agrees that further research on wildlife vaccines is required before 
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adequate data will be available for interpretation of safety and efficacy. It notes that results of 
biosafety and efficacy studies of the use of Strain |9 in adult and pregnamt bison suggest caution, 
and that RBS! might not be as effective in bison and elk as in cattle. It also cites a study by 
Peterson et al (1991) which found thet vaccination alone with a vaccine that is protective will 
reduce but not eliminate B. abortus from the GY A, vaccination alone would have to be 
continued indefinitely. [t finds that to be successful in bison, vaccination must be accompanied 
by prevention of contact with infected eik, and reduction of brucellosis in elk. 


Failure to obtain such data and follow the GYIBC protocol guarantees continuing 
conflicts and lawsuits over use of a vaccine, because such use will otherwise be based on 
anecdotal deta, a situation which is not acceptable in a place like Yellowstone National Park. in 
fact, the NRC report states unequivocally thet until a long-term controlled vaccination study is 
done, no assumptions sbout whether brucellosis can be eliminated by vaccination should be 
made 


The agencies should review the debate over the effectiveness of the twenty-year elk 
vaccination program in Wyoming The validity of conclusions about that program have been 
questioned by many researchers, including ones at Texas A&M University, Colorado State 
University, University of idaho and University of Wyoming. (These analyses were conipicted in 
1998 and not available to the NRC researchers.) The NRC report speculated that the fieid 
vaccination program could be reaching the limits of its efficiency. 


No criteria are noted in the DEIS about what constitutes accepible levels of safety or 
efficacy in a vaccine for wild bison. Different levels of safety outside and inside the park are 
ineppropriate. The level of disturbance and impacts on other resources, costs, and compliance 
with other agency policies are significant considerations, and will likely affect the determination 
of what constitutes an effective vaccine. Failure to agree on such criteria has already led to one 
lawsuit in Wyoming, 


The delivery system is also important because of the potential for disrupting bison and 
other wildlife population dynamics, and conflicting with other management objectives. We find 
the idea of hand-injection of the vaccine, for example, unacceptable in Yellowstone Nationa! 
Park, and likely unworkable. 


We also do not support a vaccination program on bison while the situation of infected etk 
goes unaddressed. As noted earlier, the presence of feedgrounds in Wyoming, and high levels of 
infected elk as a result of the use of these feedgrounds, make a vaccination program on bison 
futile. Resolving the issuc of feedgrounds will take some time and until meaningful progress is 
made in this area, we will continue to oppose any use of vaccines on bison as a waste of time 
and effort with potentially negative impacts on other park resources. 


We suggest the agencies are being overly optimistic about the potential for a safe and 
effective vaccine to be ready for use by the year 2000. A 70 percent efficacy value for a vaccine 
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in bison is higher than the efficacy of Strain 19 in cattle, a vaccine that has been available for 
decades. Many livestock producers appear willing to use vaccines that have not passed a 
protocol similar to that drafted by the GYTBC for vaccines in wildlife. However, not ali livestock 
producers have embraced RBS1, suggesting more work is needed on thet vaccine even in cattle - 
and more work has already been done with RBS! in cattle than in wildlife - before it will be 
more broadly accepted by the livestock community. Livestock producers in the counties in 
Wyoming affected by the Station Review, for example, continue to use Strain 19. Some bison 
producers are not using RBS and Canadian livestock agency officials passed a resolution 
Opposing its use. 


The statement that the estimated effects of vaccination at cither 25 percent or 70 percent 
efficacy will result in a lower seroprevalence rate than that predicted by Peterson, Grant and 
Davis (1991) in simulations of test, and vaccination st Grand Teton National Park 
bison (p. 215 and table 37 on p. 216) is aot substantiated. The DEIS does not consider the 
potential for reinfection of Yellowstone National Park bison or elk from elk migrating from WY 
feedgrounds, particularly from the Jackson area. The agencies cannot make this assumption 
unless they can document the significance of higher initial seroprevalence, the existence of 
feedground elk and other factors in this vaccination model, and can support why they have made 
this conclusion. In the absence of such data, the agencies must base their estimate of the effects 
of vaccination on existing data, such as the published work of Peterson et al. 


In summary, the EIS must include the criteria for what constitutes acceptable levels of 
safety or efficacy in a vaccine for wild bison. It must discuss the delivery system. It must discuss 
the potential for reinfection by elk. The agencies should document the assumptions sbout the 
availability of a safe and effective bison vaccine by the year 2000, so that the public, including 
researchers, can assess whether those assumptions are accurate or even reasonable. 


Finally, the agencies must acknowledge the significance of the determination that a 
vaccine is safe and effective for use on wild Yellowstone bison and commit to a NEPA/MEPA 


process with opportunity for public comment prior to implementation. 


Changes in Winter Road Grooming 

The Citizens’ Plan calls for changes in winter road grooming practices within the park if 
research shows they are warranted because of changes in buffalo use of wimter ranges inside the 
park and access to areas outside the park. Any changes would be implemented through a process 
including appropriate environmental analysis and public comment. 


The DEIS notes the option of stopping ali oversnow vehicle travel in Yellowstone 
National Park was not considered, although Alternative 2 proposes to discontinue grooming on 
some key road segments. The rationale for not considering this option further is that the 1990 
winter use plan found that oversnow vehicle use was an appropriate activity that would not result 
in significant impacts. 
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The EIS should acknowledge that other assumptions made in that 990 plan were 
erroneous (winter visitation trends) and thet the subsequent Greater Yellowstone Coordinating 
Committee's Winter Visitor Use Management Assessment identified areas of significant impacts 
as a result of winter use in the park. The Assessment also found that bison use groomed 
snowroads in the winter as an energy efficient means of moving in and out of the park. Many 
sections of groomed road were identified in the Assessment as the location of multipic conflicts, 
including wildlife harassment, overwhelming numbers of snowmobiles during peak periods, and 
bison use of roadways. 


While the precise relstionstup between road grouming and bison movements is not well 
defined, and is now finally being formally monitored, GYC has ao dowbt thet winter use m 
Yellowstone, and groomed roads for snowmobiling in particular, sre altering bison population 
dynamics. A preliminary evaluation by Mary Meagher of changes in bison numbers and 
distribution as a result of groomed roads concluded that snow-pecked roads appear to be the 
major influence because they allow energy-efficient travel that resulted in energy saving withia 
traditional foraging areas, range expansion, major shifts among previously semi-isolated 
subpopulations, and a mitigation of winterkill and enhancement of calf survival. The findings in 
this unpublished draft 1993 report, referenced in the 1997 NPS EA on the Temporary Closure of 
a Wimer Road. should be evaluated, since they have significam implications for bison 
management generally. 


We question the validity of the assumptions in the NRC report the: constant bison 
population growth before and after bison began using groomed roads suggests no substantial 
influence of snow grooming on demographic performance. The potential impacts of energy- 
savings on bison populations and the relationshép between when road grooming was initiated 
and the recovery of the bison population from decades of agency culling within the park (natural 
expansion to fill habitat) have not been incorporated into this analysis. 


So far, the NPS has refused to limit this activity to maintain even part of the system as 8 
control to provide a comparison to areas of human use. The inability to evaluate impacts of use 
is exacerbated by the fact that regular human use of groomed roads began at about the same time 
the natura! regulation policy was adopted. An appropriate management response to evaluate 
hypotheses about relationships between groomed roads and bison movements is to leave portions 
of the park roads in bison habitat ungoomed as a comperison. 


DEIS ALTERNATIVES 
Certain issues of concern and some alternatives are not adequately represented or are 


misrepresented m the DEIS. We believe there are legitimate reasons for including some of the 
components listed below in a different context and for excluding others that are included. 
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Ecouomies 

The DEIS inexplicably restricts its regional recreational economy analysis to Park and 
Gallatin counties. It suggests the livestock sector analysis is similarty limited. Several DEIS 
chapters, however, extend the chscussion of economic impacts of brucellosis in cattle to well 
beyond the Greater Yellowstone counties, aileging potentially sigaificant impacts on the cattle 
industry statewide, and to other segments of the Montana cvonomy. Similars recognition is 
needed of the potential economic impacts associated with recreation on the larger Greater 
Yellowstone region, as weil as to the states of Montana, Wyoming and ideho 


As noted earher, the ‘Purpose and Need’ chapter (Background section) should include a 
discussioa of the public interest in seeing wild bison, an analysis of the recreation economies 
associated with Yellowstone National Park for the larger Greater Yellowstone region should be 
included as well. Public interest in seemg wild bison is, after all, one of the reasons for 
developing a bison management plan, and wildiife vewing generally is the reason over 90 
percent of the visitors come to the park. 


The ‘Affected Environment’ chapter should include s broader discussion of the 
employment, income and recreation sectors. Other areas of the Greater Yellowstone region 
dependent on Yellowstone National Park tourism will be directly affected by changes in tourism 
anticipated under various alternatives, and the exusting relauionship of regional economies to 
tourism associated with Yellowstone National Park should be discussed. 


Finally, the ‘Environmental Consequences’ chapter should include a more detailed 
estimate of how the changes in visitation might affect various communities economically unde: 
various alternatives. There are some estimates of impacts to the West Yellowstone economy 
associated with closing roads in winter There are also estimates of the increases in nonmarket 
values associated with expanded bison range. However, there should be an analysis of how the 
various alternatives could affect the recreation economies of other communities and other states. 
Certainly, implementation of either alternative 5 or 6, or any test-and-sleughter program, wil! 
cause tourism economies outside Park and Gallatin counties to dechiac, including recreation- 
dependent economies in Wyoming and Ideho, and these umpacts should be discussed. 


Alternatively, implementation of a pian that maintains or improves bison viewing 
would have positive economic impacts. Wolf recovery, for example, was estimated 
to lead to about a 5 percent increase in visitation for nomresident visitors, leading to about $20 
million anneal increase in tourism spending 


Eradication of Bracetiosis 

There is neither sufficient scientific deta, nor current technical capabilities, to eradicate 
brucellosis from Greater Yellowstone wildlife at this tume. The NRC states that because of this 
situation, “eredication as a goal is more a statement of principle than a workable program. The 
best that will be possible in the near future will be reduction of the risk of transmission of B. 
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aborne from wildlife to cattle.” 


The DEIS also acknowledges that it is not possible to eradicate brucellosis from bison 
without also eradicating it from elk. li states that depopulation of the Yellowstone bison herd 
and repopulation with a clean herd is not an option being considered because brucellosis is also 
found in elk in the GYA, 20 the risk of clk infecting a replacemeat bison herd renders 
depopulation meaningless. The same argument can be made for proposals to conduct test and 
slaughter on the herd to eradicate the disease, as is done in alternatives 5 and 6. Because of the 
acknowledged risk of reinfection by elk, an intessive capture, test and slaughter program - even 
without depopulation - is also meaningless. 


The use of test-and-slaughter would involve providing hay to captured bison which is an 
attractant for other ungulates. Also by removing animals with brucelia antibodies the agencies 
may be removing animals with natural resistance to brucellosis. The NRC report agrees that 
immune responses from natural infection might induce some degree of protection against B. 
abortus, inasmuch as substantial fetal loss or infertility has not been reported for the bison 
populations of Greater Yellowstone. Managers of other public bison herds that have beea tagged 
after vaccination and testing found that many bison tear thei car tags off. Under a test-and- 
slaughter plan, such bison could then be shot, leading to even greater mortality thar estimated in 
the DEIS. 


While we agree that the issue of eradication of brucellosis in cik and other wildlife is s 
topic beyond the scope of the DEIS, the issues of the presence of brucellosis in elk and potential 
for reinfection of bison are not. We also believe the eradication of brucellosis in bison is beyond 
the scope of this DEIS, precisely because it is so tied to the existence of the disease in elk. 


The assumption that seroprevalence in bison can reach zero ignores the reinfection 
potential as a significant factor, end conflicts with acknowledgments throughout the DEIS that 
elk in the Greater Yellowstone Area also carry the disease, which is potentially mutually 
transmissible between the two species. The failure to specifically evaluste the poteatial for elk 
reinfection is not explained nor justified. This deficiency is a violation of NPS and NEPA 
policies and should be corrected in the EIS. 


We view alternatrves 5 and 6 (the test-and-slaughter alternatives) as atterapts to eliminate 
the disease in bison. Clearly, supporters of these alternatives feel the same way, because they 
have indicated the attempt to eliminate the disease m bison is why they support these two 
alternatives. Attempted eradication is the only objective that differentiates these alternatives 
from all others, yet it is an objective that cannot be met. Given the repeated acknowledgment 
that elimination of the disease in bison is not within the scope of thus decision, there can be no 
possible rational, scientific reason for including any test-and-sleughter program to eliminate the 
disease in bison in the EIS. The agencies should drop consideration of any proposa! that pursues 
elimination of the disease in bison during the time frame of this plan when the presence of the 


ACY 


Greater Y eliowstone Coalition - Yellowstone Bisoa DEIS 47 


disease in elk has not been addressed. 


Captore, Test and 

Alternatives 5 and 6, aad other aiternetrves, ase the most intrusive and 
ein crane ae men eaneetin Cials Velewars tates Cube tr Ge 
purpose of discuss eradication. The public will aot accept a test-and-slaaghtor program in the 
park, a situstion even the NRC report ecknowledges. The NRC also the 
ye eo or he a ee a 
park and might have detrimental effects on the park ecosystem. 


Tesi-end-slaughter is notheng more thas an attempt to be secs as trying 00 eradicate the 
disease brucellosis, even though the agencies know, based on ecciogical considerations, thet 
they canuot ehmunate the disease brecellosis from biseu under current conditions. And despite 
claims by some agencies, livestock producers and others thet if it weren't for the disease, bison 
could go freety outside the park, this alternative comtnins no component that would allow bison 
free access to lends outside the park if the disease is eradicated. Rather, it continues intensive 
hang, capturing snd shooting of bison to stop them fross cronsing park boundaries. It proposes 
to capture and retest the entire herd after an unspecified umber of years. 


The DEIS grossly overestimates the potential for successfully all the 
tines to Wehouatane chen Oot Gero treanbciaton meme Botan amma ebuwt 
other public bison herds. The 1986 Bison Bowedary Control Enviconmensal Assessmers tated 
that the efficiency of trapping would decrease during mild winters and from conditioned 
avoidance behavior of previously trapped bison. Mery Meagher, in her 1989 report Evahsation af 
Boundary Control for Bison w emery = tty found thet bison 
conditioned avoidance behavior Tesponse to helicopter drives as winter progremed and driving 
was repeated Bulls and sometimes cows became increasingly resistant to attempts to comtain the 
bison Baiting with hay was not effective during some winters, she reported, perhaps because the 
bison were not food-stressed. le her conchasion, Meaghor stated: 


“ Efforts made since 1976 to contain bison within the boundaries of Yellowstone 
Natvonal Park proved to be ineffective. Hazing and herding activities demonstrated that 
bison can be moved only where they want to go. Attempts to block trevel routes and 
harassment with various devices sometimes trested imsediets problems at the lncations 
involved, but did not change the overall direction cf bisoa movement down the 
Yellowstone River. Purther, these tactics apparently caused major shifts to other trevel 
routes or sometimes displaced a conflict from one site to another. It appears thet, in 
general, success (if any) in localized displacement of bison by human efforts will 
decrease and hazards to personne! will increase with these management approsches ~ 


The DEIS is incorrect in stating that regardless of the a'ternative, few bison would be 
removed during years when few bison migrated (p. 200). in-park test-and-siaughter alsernatives 
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do not depead on migsaticas, and in fact, do not allow migrations outside the park. Test-and- 
slaughter results in many ansmals being killed that are not infected, because as the DEIS notes, 
SD aD ONY 


By removing bison based on seroprevalence of animals atvempting to migrate outside the 
park, the agencies will be removing many bison thet are not infected. By pot restncting the 
removals to saimals, times or locations that pose the greatest risk of transmission, bison thai 
pose uo threat to cattle are being sleughtered. Bulls, calves and yeartings are being slaughtered, 
and even cows are being slaughtered in winter when no cattle are nearby. This removal based on 
seroprevalence is proposed without any documentation thet removing ali seropositives and all 
pregnant cows migrating from Yellowstone will have any long-term effect on the seroprevalence 
of the herd. 


Test-end-sleughter programs may also ‘emove anmals thet arc naturally resistan: to 
bruceilosis. Bison with the lowest response, suggesting short immune response, may be 
usturally resistant, the effect of removing such animals from the herd should be evaluated. 


The operation of the capture facility at Stephens Creek may cause impacts on wildlife, 
and continued operation of the facility, as proposed ia ail alwemnatives, has not been evaluated in 
the context of declining populations of pronghorn and mule deer. 


The DEIS notes that the Yellowstone pronghormn herd, which hes uneque: genetic elements 
with greater genetic vanability than many other proaghorn has decreased from a 
high of nearty 600 animals in 1991 %0 about 220 animals. The popuistion continues its major 
decline, and faces high risk of extinction within the next 100 years. Its core use area is the 
predominantly opex grasslands near Stephens Creek 


The steady mayor decline in the population over the last eight years, the unique genetic 
variability of the herd, the sensitivity of pronghorn to human activity and harassment, and the 
displacement of pronghorn from s significant portion of their core use area at Stephens Creek 
because of the bison capture facility suggests this facility should be removed. Certainly, the 
absence of any analysis showing proaghorn sumbers will be maintained and imcreased if the 
facility remains in operation allows no cther determemation. 


There are similar concerns sbout a leck of analysis for the northern range mule deer 
which has also been decreasing in recem years. Mule deer winter predominantly 
along the Yellowstone River valley north of the park boundary. 


This ares used by both pronghorn and mule deer is also the location of the existing bison 
capbure facility, which i planned for retention in all alternatives. Yet the DEIS fails to either 
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analyze the potential wupacts on the pronghorn and mule deer populations since 1996-97 when 
the facility was used extensively. It does not evaluate possible inepacts if the facility is 
maintained, nor does it propose a monitoring program to provide such information in the future. 
The EIS must provide a very rigorous analysis of the impacts of retaining this facility at 
Stephens Creek. 


References have been made in various forums and in the DEIS to other bison herds 
across the country, with the suggestion thet since brucellosis could bs controlled or eliminated in 
bison herds elsewhere, it can and should be eliminated in Yellowstone National Park. Such 
compansons are not valid, and deserve a full exploration in the EIS. The actions required at 
these other areas can be instructive in helping to better evaluate the appropriateness and impacts 
from attempting to conduct similer actions in Yellowstone. 


Yellowstone is a 2.2 million acres wilderness park, encompassing high forested, volcanic 
plateaus, with bison herds of 2,500-3,500 animals or more. Managers are required to allow 
natural ecologycal processes to dominate, with minimal human intervention As the DEIS notes, 
in the winter, Yellowstone National Park is the most severe North American habitat supporting a 
viable population of free-ranging bison. The scoumulstion of snow creates more stress for bison 
and significantly affects their behavior. 


Elevations in Yellowstone range from 5,000 to just over 11,000 feet, with an average 
elevation of 8,000 feet. Much of the park consists of vast, rolling hills, cut by river canyons, 
dotted with occasional meadows and lekes, and interrupted by jutting peaks and mountain 
ranges. Winter temperatures are below freezing most of the time, with normally heavy snowfall 
averaging close to 150 inches in most of the park. 


The park is not fenced, and bison as wei! as deer, elk, pronghorn and other wildlife 
commonly migrate to lands outside the park in winter. There is the full complement of predators 
in Greater Yellowstone, and wildlife populations are further controlled through hunting outside 
the park under the jurisdiction of state wildlife agencies. 


Yellowstone National Park represents very different challenge than other public areas 
with bison herds. It represents one of the lasi areas in North America where such natural 
migrations occur. 


GYC surveyed other parks and refuges with bison herds several times over the last six 
years to review park size, herd size, management actions, discase incidence and other factors. In 
contrast to Yellowstone, these other parks contain year-round herds numbering 100 to about 
1,000 bison, in areas ranging in size from about 18,000 to 120,000 acres. The parks are generally 
fenced or have physical characteristics which restrict bison movements. 
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These other parks where bruceHosis has been climunated are managed under intensive 
herding and range management practices similar to thet used with livestock, includsng annual 
roundups, testing, vaccinations, branding, tagging, sipping of animals, helicopter herding, and 
development of springs and weils. Certain areas are specifically managed as commercial 
Operations im some cases, clk were also captured, tested aad slaughicred Hunts may also occur 
within the some refuges. These srees and approaches are not comparuble to the challenges faced 
in Yellowstone Naticnal Park. 


Exadication cfforts at certsin parks apparently took many, many years, often decades, and 
involved drastic reductions in the herd during the interim. The EIS should offer a comprehensive 
evalustion of the methods, conditions, duration, and umpacts of other efforts to eradicate 
brucellosis from public bison herds, as well as a comparison of the physical characteristics of the 
regulatory, and policy mandates governing management of the various parks and refuges, 
including Yellowstone. 


The interim Piea/Phase Ove 
Under alternatives which include a component equivalent to the interim plan (Alsernative 
| and alternatives with « phase |), the agencies state that seronegative males and seronegative 
females will be released on public lands. Although the plans allow for bison to be 
shot that cannot be captured, the estuumates of bison removals under Alternative |, for example, 
do not show any bison being shot. 


However, this is not an accurate reflection of what happened in the past under the interim 
plan, nor what is likely to happen. The majority of bison were wever captured and were 
consequently not tested, but were instead shot. In 1997-97, the agencies shot 307 animals on the 
west side, and captured only 113. The public should expect similar responses in the future, and 
the DEIS should evabuste such a possibility, instead of ssuming ali bison wil] be captured and 
tested. 


Bumas Health 

Attempts by some to characterize this issue es one involving risks to human health 1s a 
gross misrepresentation of the threat to humans from brucellosis in bison and seems intended 
only to create a climate of fear in which to force certain management actions. The DEIS devotes 
less than one page to the topic in the ‘Affected Environment’ chapter, and acknowledges in the 
‘Environmental Consequences’ chapter thet bison management poses no risk the general public. 
The 1998 National Research Council report thet human brucellosis is uncommon today in North 
Amenca. 


In 1995, the states of Montana, Wyoming and idaho each responded to a request for 


information from the Fund for Anumals regarding undulam fever cases, and none of the three 
states considered undulant fever a serious general human health threat (Attachment H). Although 
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Mootans said that bruceilosis wes posenrially 2 serious human health threat because additonal 
cases could occur, its edacations! maternal lusted the likely source of transsnission as 

mult from diseased cows end elso from the discharges from cattle o: goats thet 
abort their fems. The state’s informationa! brochure indicated undulent fever wes more likely to 
be an cocupatonal-associated disease of persons who work with infected animals, and suggested 
the spread of the disease could be prevented through pasteurized milk, preventioa of comtact 
with infected cattle, sheep or goats, and workers who come in contact with mfected animals 
practicing good hygiene and wearing protective clothing Bison is never mentioned in the 
brochure of ai 8 source of imfectinn ia any known case of undulant fever in the state, the state 
had four confirmed cases from 1980 to 1995. 


Idaho, which reported 13 cases over the last 15 years, did not have any educations! 
material regarding undulamt fever. The director of the Deparunent of Health and Welfare stated 
“(W)e do not coasider it a serious human health threat in our state, except for certain 


occupations] groups sach as veterimarians or persons engaged in animal slaughter. Even m these 
groups it would be considered 2 rare occurrence.” 


Wyoming reported two cases since 1989, one was not confirmed serologically, and the 
second occurred from an accédental inyection with the Brucella vaccine. Wyoming tad no 
educations! brochure, and stated that the disease is not considered to be a leading health threat in 
the state. Accidental injection with Brucella vaccine is among the leading risk factors for 
infecti 


We suggest the section in the ‘Affected Environment’ chapter be expanded to include 
reference to the fact the U. S. Centers for Disease Control no longer require reporting of 
undulant fever because of the small number of cases. The chapter should display the number of 
recent cases of undulerd fever in Montana, Wyoming and idaho and the suspected source of th: 
infections. it should also put the cases in the context of the thousands of hunters handling elk 
and bison, dor~ *« if not hundreds of people who have handled bison carcasses in the field, and 
dozens of sisughter-house workers who have also handled bison carcasses. 


Dispesa! of Bisea Carcanses 

GYC has significant concerns sbout government shooters killing bison, and the 
disposition of bison carcasses. GYC reviewed records provided by the Department of Livestock 
regarding desposal of bison shot by agency personnel in the field. According to the DOL, it is 
responsible only for gathering and disposing of offal, and the group receiving the mest in the 
field is responsible for everything else. We find it irresponsible for the DOL to take such « 
cavalier approach to the disposal of hundreds of slsughtered wild bisor: thet migrated from 
Yellowstone National Park. It is but one more reflection on the inappropriatencss of having a 
tivestock agency responsible for wildlife management, and of having agency personne! shooting 
wild enumals. 


SLNAWWOD 


L9Z 


YELL-15420 contd. 
Greate: Yellowstone (vshbon - Yellowstone Besow DENS $2 


There is a perception among many people in the Gasdines, West Yellowstone and 
Bozeman ares that heads aad hedes from bison were taken by wndividuals that were 
not pert of the approved groups in the ficid, and may mctude people affihated with stase 
agencies. The DOL's denial of any knowledge of what happened to the heads and hide after « 
group became svailable to accept the carcass menns the agency camnot prove it has safely and 
legally disposed of these public animals. 


The groups end individuals who were in the field included churches, food banks, low 
moome and social welfare groups, as well as tribes, along with individuals with an unclear 
Conmection t) amy specific group. Many of these groups would likely have littic or no interest in 
the heads and hide: uf slaughtered bison Yet there is a substantial market for bison heads and 
hides, products not tracked by the DOL even though they came from bison slaughtered under its 
authority. According to the DEIS, bison ranchers gst more income form the skins and skulls than 
from the carcasses, suggesting a potentially large economic value associated with public animals 
that DOL cannot account for. 


The Citizens’ Pian does not provide for the shooting of bison by government agents as 2 
method cf populetion control, agency shooting would be allowed omly in emergency situstions, 
as is done with other wildlife. The supervising agency should be | old accountable for the 
disposition of all parts of wild bison shot in the field - the mest, heads and hides. There should 
be no questions or concerns or perceptions thet individuals or groups are benefiting 
OEY SES Cay Oey a alan ap 


PRIVATE LANDS AND CATTLE 


The Citizens ' Plan says that bison will aot be allowed on private lands without the 
consent of the landowner if the bison dwesten private propesty or human safety. It suggests that 
bison that must be displaced from private lands may be removed using relocation or appropriate, 
regulated harvest (where allowed) if reasonable hazing efforts have failed. 


We recognize that some landowners are willing to tolerate bison on their private lands. 
GYC also believes that some tolerance of bison should be expected, even on private lands, just 
as occurs with other wildlife. One of the most important and valuable assets of Yellowstone is 
its wildlife. It is unreasonable and generally illegal for any residem to demand that wildlife be 
prevented from accessing their property. However, landowners can and should expect that bison 
that threaten to harm personal property or safety will be removed promptly and efficiently. 


Livestock Economics 
The DEIS contains a great deal of discussion about the potential for wide-ranging 
economic impacts to the livestock industry, but nothing on risk management that puts in 
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perspective the likelihood of these impacts occurring, which appears very remote. Infected bison 
and clk bsve wintcred in Montana for decades withuut any knows transmiswon Much of the 
Gebste noted in the DEIS is based on perceptions of risk or 0 refusal to acknowledge the very 
munemal nek thas exists. 


In the context of marketing consequences of a brucellosis outbreak, there are statements 
on page 25 about potential effects on sales, end more detrimental, s requirement for « negative 
brucellosis test within 30 days before shipment. This appears to refer to 0 situation where a 
state's class free status is downgraded to class A. The likelihood of thet happening as s result of 
brucellosis transmission from Yellowstoas bison, however, is very slim to non-existent, and 
should be admitted. First, APHIS has no authority under cusrent regulations to downgrade 
Montans’s class free status because of the presence of bison in the state. The statement on page 
196 that APHIS mandates do not permit bison to freely roem in Mostena is simply not truc, and 
should be corrected. Bison have freely roamed in the Eagle Cresk/Bear Creek area, where no 
cattle are located any time of the year, and have wandered elsewhere where no infection of cuttic 
has resulted. Cattle, clk and bison have imtermingjed in the Jackson area for decades, and 
continue to intenmingie since Wyoming's Staion Review. APHIS’ appropriate respouse, in othes 
words, is not based on whether bison are free-roaming, but on the actual occurreace of an 
infection in a domestic herd. 


Second, even if a single reactor herd is found and bison (or elk) are suspected as the 
source, suspension of the class free status is not automatic. When the Parker livestock herd 
became infected, Wyoming did not lose its class free status Finally, there is 20 documented case 
that such a transmission has ever with bison, even when intermingling of bison and 
cattle occurred such as in the Jackson Hole area for the last fifty years, or in 1988-89 in the 
Paradise Valley. 


These perceptions of risk have been aggravated by Montane itself. As noted earlier, we 
maintain Moutana's state veterinarian threats or imposition of restrictions on Montana 
livestock by other states in 1994. APHIS responded that it would downgrade a state if it failed to 
take action agsinst known-infected and -exposed park bison within their borders outside the 
park. It also suggested its rules against infected bison herds applied to Yellowstone bison. 
APHIS hes since admitted it does not have the authority to change a state's class free status 
based on the presence of bison in a state, and in practice, has not downgraded a state even when 
a livestock infection suspected of being caused by infected wildlife occurred. 


As a result of the state’s actions in 1994, other states immediately threatened to impose, 
or actually imposed, sanctions on Montana's cattle producers, ging the state the grounds it 
wanted to get legislative support a few months later for handing authority for managing wild 
migrating bison to the Department of Livestock. Interestingly, at least one of those states that 
imposed a testing requirement on certain cattle within a 20-mile zone around the park cited free- 
roaming bison and clk as the reason. 
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Instead of placing the real risk of transmission in context, and the conditions under which 
a downgrade would occu, Montama and other state vetonmarians comtiuus to use these threats as 
the reasons for needing to take drastic menoures. They are in essence, focusing awch more 
etennon on this issue then it deserves, as we noted in the January, 1997, letter we co-signed 
with Jackson eres ranchers, mentioned earlses. This gamble is putting the regyon's livestock 
canchers st greater risk of sanctions. We have auked the governors from al! three states to take 
much more aggressive action in getting other states to refrain from imposing ot threatening to 
inupose arbitrary sanctions which even APHIS says are unwarranted end it will oppose. 


What should be unacceptable to all of us is having any other state, or the U.S. Animal 
Health Association, supporting import restrictions on cattle from Montana, Wyoming and Idaho 
whea no transmission from wild bison has ever occurred and no infection is present in the 
livestock herds. 


APHIS has agreed that any of the bison management plans outlined in this document 
would be sufficient to prevent the actual outbreak of disease in domestic livestock and the 
subsequent spread of brucellosis. This includes Alternative 2, which allows astural forces to 
determine herd size, would have no capture, test aad slaughter operations under its Phase Two 
and no quarantine operations or bunting, would allow bison on public lands north and west of 
the park; and proposes to modify public grazing allotments and acquire access to additional 
lands through purchase or easement. APHIS states that a downgrade would not (and indeed, 
cannot) occur based on the mere presence of bison migrating out of the park. Clearly, there is « 
very minimal likelihood of a downgrade by APHIS, a threat that is vastly overstated in this 
DEIS. 


The instances of two purebred stock owners deciding to no longer graze cattle in the 
Greater Yellowstone ares appears to be related to perception of risk, a perception aggravated by 
actions of Montane’s own state vets and livestock board, as weil as other livestock officials in 
Wyoming and idaho. At icast one of those breeders appears to have been leasing land outside the 
SMA. This should be clarified. 


There is a claim in the DEIS that the value of private grazing resources could increase if 
disease risks and damage by bison are reduced. Only a state-wide average value of grazing lands 
is used. No value is provided in the DEIS for private grazing lands adjecent to the park, and the 
DOL indicated in a letter dated October |, 1998 that it did not have a more specific value for 
private grazing lands near the park. 


In order to assume that private grazing land values might increase if disease risks and 
damage by bison are reduced, one would have to know thet current values are depressed because 
of the existence of disease risks and bison damage. But the agencies apparently don’t know that 
such values recily ere depressed, nor have they shown thai current values, even if they are 
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depressed, are in any way affected by threats of disease and property damage. If the agencies are 
going to make ms statement, they need to document the current situation and the basis for 
making this esswmpton. 


Voluntary Compensation Program for Private Property Damage 
The Citizens’ Plan proposes that private entities, in coordination with goverment 
will work to establish a voluntary program to compensate for private property damage 
incurred by natural bison aigrations. The program would reimburse laadowners who otherwise 
accommodate management obyectives of the Citizens’ Plan for damage to fences and other 
permanent structures. 


in 1997, GYC reambursed a tandowner north of the park for certain expenses associated 
with horse corrals and fences thet had been damaged by the larg: migration of bison in the 
winter of 1996-97. We recognize that bison have the potential to cause property <iamage uniilce 
that resulting from other wildlife particularty if bison are migrating in very large 
aumbers/ GYC is interested in minimizing the economic burden associated with free-ranging 
bison. Other groups and individuals expressed a similar interest. 


Our intent is to allow wild, free-ranging bison. One condition for reimbursement is that 
the landowner geacrally agree with this intent, we would not, for example, want to be in the 
position of reimbursing someone who has restricted bison or other wildlife migrations to public 
lands or created conflict situations that led to the killing of bison that might otherwise have been 
avoided. It is also not our intent to support a program to pay for new fences or facilities, but 
rather to help restore existing structures. 


GYC is not in the position of continuing to fund such reimbursements on its own, but 
believes a program with specific criteria for reimbursements, and a focus for soliciting funds, 
could be very useful and is a reasonable wey to help adjacent landowners. It should be funded by 
private entities, in coordination with public agencies. We do not want to establish the precedent 
of having federal or state agencies paying for wildlife damage. we think that is far beyond the 
scope of their responsibilities and authorities. 


Incestives te Modify Operations oa Private Lands 

Just as the Citizens’ Plan proposes to improve bison access to winter range on the 
national forests by modifying certain grazing allotments, it elso recognizes the need for 
accommodation on lands under private ownership as well. Winter renge crosses all boundazies, 
as do bison. 


Consequently, the Citizens’ Plan calls for the agencies and organizations to aggressively 
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These changes, in conjunction with existing national forest lands, can heip facilitate the 
wansition of uses between uations! park lands and developed private lands. 


The NRC report agrees that limiting cattle near YNP borders to steers or spayed “.cifers 
could lower the risk of transmission in the treated animals. The Cisizens ' Plan identifies the 
current prioritics as ercas north of the pask and at Horse Butte, and states thet the ageacies will 
support current efforts to acquire winter range on private land north of the park between Reese 
Creek and Yankee Jim Canyon (see eartier comments regarding the proposed exchenge with the 
Charch Universal and Triumphant of RTR lends). 


As part of the FY99 budget recently approved by Congress, $6.5 million was 
appropriated for acquisition of the CUT property. This represents roughly half of the funds 
needed for the proposed scquisition end will probebly be sufficient to pay for Phase | of the 
swap. We believe the remaining $6.5 million necessary to finish Phase I] will be included in 
Tithe V, which should be announced later this fall. The $13 million that will be available should 
give us the ability to acquire the 7,800 acres described earlier in these coraments by the end of 
1999. Although the government’s plan (Alternative 7) provides for the potential acquisition of 
additonal winter range and the creation of an SMA on that range, it does not comm to acquire 
the land or to definitively imcorporate the acquired land into an SMA as is proposed in the 
Cutens’ Plan. in this case, there is a willing seller, the value of the land for wildlife is well 
documented, and the federal agencies have agreed to comanit fiands for the purchase. Montana, 
however, has not yet endorsed the second phase of the acquisition which includes bison winter 
range. 


The DEIS ignores certain potential benefits associated with changes in allotment and 
private land grazing practices. For example, yearly testing of cattle in the West Yellowstone arca 
is required for cattle that come from idaho. Relocating these cattle on summer range in Idaho 
would eliminate thus expease for the cattle producer. 


GYC 1s also discussing privately with other willing landowners potential changes to 
livestock use on private lands to reduce perceived conflicts with bison. We will continue to 
pursue such effor's as well as additioual easement or acquisition efforts, and fee! the agencies 
should commit to moving i this direction as weli. Yellowstone has tremendous value as 8 
wildhfe sanctuary, and over the long term, such modifications private lands use or ownership 
will prove more efficsent and effective in maintaining both wildlife habitat and populations end 
bealthy livestock herds, at significantly lower costs. 


Cattle Veccination 

The Citizens’ Plan encourages the states of Montana, Wyoming and Idaho to require 
vaccination of cattle within and immedietely adjacent to the SMA if such a regulation is not 
already in place. It ts encouraging thet all Montane female cattle near the park are voluntarily 
vaccinated agamst brucellosis by owners, as noted in the DEIS. Requiring such vaccination 
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would obviously not impose any edditional resource commitment, but could provide stronger 
assurance of protection. The NRC report acknowledges that vaccinsting cattle is the most 
workable method of reducing the risk of transmission because of the difficulties of vaccinating 
bisoa. 


The DEIS states that the agencies have no suthority to require vaccination of animals that 
remain om their owner’s premises. Obviously, if animals stay on their owner’s premises they 
pose no threat of transmission to other herds and are uot a factor with respect to broader 
marketing concerns. The issue of requiring cattle vaccination is with respect to cattle thet may 
come in contact with bison and are moved off the owner's premises and can come m contact 
with other cattle herds. 


The response from DOL to GYC's request for clarification sbout cattle over which they 
do have such authority simply refereaced one Montane statute and 12 adsnimistrative rules but 
gave no explanation of its mandatory vaccination authority. The only relevant lew and regulation 
referred to imported female cattle. There docs not appear to be amy restriction in the DOL's 
authority to require vaccination of female cattle os lands adjacent to the park. The EIS should 
clarify exactly what authorities exist, or what aew authorities would be needed, to allow the 
agencies to require vaccination of cattle on lands around the park. 


Given the current situation of vaccination of cattle around the park, the fact thet cattle 
are voluntarily vaccinated in many other states, including ones that are Class Free, and that many 
states prohibit the importation of unvaccinated breeding cattle (NRC report), the argument thet 
vaccination may adversely affect the international marketing of animals is not corvincing as an 
argument against mandatory vaccination. According to the DOL, four to five milliun head of 
cattle were vaccirated against brucellosis last year, and Montens also requires vacciaation of 
certain imported fernale calves. Further substantiation of the effects of vaccinated animals on 
national or international markets, the use of vaccination nation-wide, the significance of the 
international market, and the difference between required vaccination and voluntary vaccination 
ts needed. 


The State of Montana is attempting to sidestep an open, public process with its position 
that it alone must provide additional approval to allow bison outside the park. It is attempting 10 
circumvent this NEPA/MEPA decision process so its Board of Livestock - which has no 
statutory responsibility to the governor or residents of the state of Montana - can, behind closed 
doors and without public review, make decisions that might restrict bison to Yellowstone 
Netione! Park. 


The DEIS provides no certainty for any alternative that professes to allow bison outside 
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the park. The public can have absolutely no idea how bison will ultimately be managed, because 
under the terms of the DEIS, the state will make that decision after this Record of Decision is 
signed. Therefore, without knowing what the planned actions are, the public hes no ides what 
the impacts of any specific alternative will be. This approach renders public involvement 
bollow. 


The state claims it must provide additional approval, beyond its agreement in a Record of 
Decision associated with this EIS, for any accommodation of bison on lands outside 
Yellowstone National Park. Yet the DEIS provided no criteria for that subsequeat decision, nor 
does it explain why the conditions in any alternative, if met, are msufficient for the state to meet 
its statutory responsibilities. 


The state is a full participant in this EIS process and must sign any decision that is made. 

The EIS decision raust clearty show how bison will be managed under various scenarios without 
returning to one entity after the decision has been made to offer additional approval or adopt 
changes. If the state of Montana can come in later, after « Record of Decision has been signed, 
and alter such fundamental components of the decision as whether bison will be allowed out of 
the park and how they will be managed if they leave the park - actions at the very core of this 
decision - there ts no decision being made here and this public involvement process is useless. if 

8 subsequent management decision is to be made by Montana, thet action is subject to a new 
analysis under both the National Environmental Policy Aci (NEPA) and the Montana 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), with full public review and comment. 


NEPA regulations state that the primary purpose ~‘ an EIS is to serve as an ‘action- 
forcing device’(40 CFR, Ch. V, part 1502) and both NEF and MEPA require detailed 
statements about the environmental impacts of proposed actions and alternatives to the proposed 
actions (75-1-201, MCA and 40 CFR Ch. V, Past 1501) We cannct count on the Department of 
Livestock’s past and current erretic bencvolence toward bison as a reflection of s commitment to 
implementation of a chosen alternative in this EIS process. At the very least, the E1S must 
clearly state the specific criteria that will be used for the state to take discretionary actions 
detailed within the scope of the chosen action. We believe the selected alternative should 
provide a sufficient framework for decisions on how bison will be managed under various 
scenarios so thet no further decision is needed. 


LEGAL CONSTRAINTS AND AGENCY RESPONSIBILITIES 


Despite claims that none of the alternatives retained for analysis are outside the agencies’ 
hegal constramts, we disagree. 


National Park Service 
GYC maintains that bison can only be removed from the park if they are dangerous, are 
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harming park resources, or are surplus amumals. Our definition of ‘surplus’ animals are those 
which exceed carrying capacity. 


The Act of Jan. 24, 1923 gives the Secretary of interior authority to sell or otherwise 
dispose of surplus buffalo of the Yellowstone National Park. The National Park Service testified 
in court (GYC et al v. Babbitt et al) that bison were neither a danger, nor were they harming park 
resources. In all alternatives involving quarantine in this DEIS, the disposal of bison is act 
limited to surplus bison. In fact, the DEIS states that bison removals are tied to the serological 
status of the asumals. 


The 1974 Master Pian states that Yellowstone, as a natural area, would be a place where 
all the resources 1m a wildland environment are subject to minimal managoment. Ongoing and 
future wildlife management actions will be directed toward reducing or climinading disruptive 
human influences, relying, whenever possible, upon natural controls to regulate animal numbers. 
One management objective states that the outstanding open wildlife range at Lamar should 
eventually result in a naturel scene with the ultimate removal of all artificial structures such es 
elk traps. 


The 1988 NPS Management Policies state that NPS management emphasis will be on 
minimizing human impects on natura] animal population dynamics. It also says ‘native animal 
populations will be protected against harvesi, removal, destruction, herassment, or harm through 
human action... Hunting and trapping 0° wildlife will be allowed only im parks where such use 
is specifically authorized .. The NPS will strive to protect the full range of genetic types native 
to plant and animal populations by perpetuating natural evolutionary processes and minimizing 
human interference with evolving genetic diversity... 


The conditions under which individual animals may be removed does not include disease 
control. We contend the NPS does aot have the authority to dispose of bison that have not been 
determined to be surplus, and before that determination cam be made, the ecological carrying 
capacity of the park and edjacent lands would have to be established 


U.S. Ferest Service 

The U.S. Forest Service has not met its wildlife mamagement responsibilities. We 
maintain that the state of Montana’: slaughter of hundreds of bison on national) forest lands 
warrants changes in public lands allotments. If no susceptible cattle graze these national forest 
iands during periods of potential transmission, then there will be no need to sisughter bison. 
Bison would be able to use these winter habitats without posing any threat of transmission to 
cattle. This is entirely within the purview of the U.S. Forest Service, and in fact it is that 
agency's decision allowing cattie grazing which is creating the conflict on these lands. The 
failure to recogmze the need for Forest Service allotment changes in the DETS results im s badly 
flawed analysis, which should be modified. 
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As the DEIS acknowledges, the Forest Service has the authority to manage wildlife 
habitet on the national forest. Its responsibility to provide for wildlife migrating from YNP has a 
long history. The Act of May 26, 1926 (16 USC 37) gave specific recognition and authority for 
federal acquisition and management of the northern winter range for migratory animals (lands 
now managed by the Forest Service). 


In its comments on the last interim plan, the Forest Service noted that bison have been 
using the Horse Butte, Madison River and South Fork of the Madison River areas consistently 
for the last 15 years. The ageacy suggested that based on this use, it seemed improper to classify 
these areas as marginal, since bison survived from year to year using these areas. Despite this 
recognition, the ageacy has not met its responsibility to provide bison access to habitat. Instead, 
it has focused on providing runge for cattle at the expense of bison. 


The discussion of Fores Service responsibility on page 233 absolutely mischaracterizes 
and undermines the authority of the agency to modify public livestock grazing allotments. It 
gives inordinate authority to livestock agencies. While it is true that the livestock discase 
agencies can direct that disease concerns warrant changes in allotments in response to concerns 
about brucellosis transmission, the livestock agencies cannot, for example, dictate that cattle 
take precedence in terms of seasons, type or locations of use. Nor should the Forest Service 
make changes only if requested by Montana, as has been suggested. 


The Forest Service has the authority to determine allotment changes besed on bison and 
cattle use of the same national forest lands, and can close allotments, and alter seasons or types 
of use in the absence of livestock agency involvement. it can also make such changes in 
response to livestock agency or others’ actions in controlling bison use of wildlife habitats on 
national forest lands. 


The Forest Service needs to modify its allotments, given the slaughter of wild bison that 
has occurred in the past simply because bison tried to use nations! forest lands. The agency 
should immediately reevaluate all potential affected allouments north and west of the park in 
terms of allowing bison access to winter range by giving priority to wild bison on these public 
lands. 


Animal and Piaat Health lespection Service (APHIS) 

APHIS currently does not have authority over wild bison, 2 limitation it has 
acknowledged many times. The implication in the DEIS that APHIS has a mandate that restricts 
Yellowstone National Park bison from entering Montana (see, for example, page 196) should be 
corrected. APHIS would have to amend its regulations to establish suthority over wild bison. 


APHIS also cannot remove, and does not automatically suspend, a state’s class-free 
brucellosis status simply because of the existence of wild bison in a state, an implication made 
in this DEJS. APHIS also does not hve to rescind a state's class-free status over a single 
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outbreak of brucellosis in a cattle herd, including cases where the outbreak is suspected of being 
caused by wildlife. Such an outbreak occurred ie Wyoming (Parker Land and Cattic), and the 
state's class free status was never rescinded In this case, no suspension took place because the 
infection was not believed to have been transmitted from cattle, but rather from wildlife. 


APHIS’ authorities, policies and practices related to wild bison should be clarified. 
Current or planned efforts by the agency to change these authorities, for example through rule 
changes or resolution, should be described. 


State of Meataas 

Contrary to the DEIS, management of bison is not the responsibility of the Montana 
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (p. 30), although it should be. See earlier discussion of 
wildlife management authority. 


Throughout the DEIS, there ase statements that the creation of special management 
area would require the approval of the state of Montana as specified by Montana law. GYC has 
repeatedly asked for an explanation of specifically how this interpretation is made, and hes never 
received a satisfactory answer. The last response, in writing, from the DOL referenced five 
sections of Montans law and five sections of the administrative rules, but never explained the 
state's interpretation of these laws and rules. 


The issue is not whether DOL has responsibility to protect Montana's livestock interests - 
which it cleerly does - but why additional approval by the state of a plan to manage bison is 
necessary beyond the state's approval of a record of decision associated with this EIS process 
(see also earlier discussion). The contention that additional state approval is necessary to comply 
with state laws suggests that the final decision made in this process does not meet state iaw. The 
state is a full participant in this process and must sign any decision that is mede, and it cannot 
approve any action through this process that may violate state law. The state has to ensure that 
the EIS decision that it approves complies with MCA 81-1-102, 81-2-102, 81-2-112, 81-2-120, 
and $1-2-704 and with ARM 32.3.108, 32.3.116, 32.3.205, 32.3.224 and 32.3.224A. 


We do not agree that additional state approval after this EIS decision is required, nor 
should it be allowed. Otherwise, this entire process is use'ess. If the state can come in later and 
say, regardless of what alternative is approved, that it has determined that bison that come into 
Montana are a threat, the public and the other agencies have absolutely no idea how bison will 
be managed despite the E1S decision. 


If the agencies continue to assert that further state approval is necessary, they must 
explain why a state decision in this MEPA/NEPA process is not sufficient to meet the statutes 
and regulations referenced; why the state can sign a decision that is not sufficient, what criteria 
would have to be met for the state to change any component of the EIS decision, what 
could be made, who would make this decision; and what role the public or the other agencies 
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would huve i participstiag in, review:ng and commenting on sury change. 


The DEIS states that the DOL is funded by special revenme funds generated by s tax on 
livestock producers and no general fund monses are spent by the depavtmnent (page 33) This is 
not accurate. The depertmers has a budget of over $12 million for the 1999 biennium, of which 
about $1.1 millon is from the state goncral fund Almost $1 million (about $450,000 per year 
for the 1999 biennium), or over 8 percent, of its $12.8 million budget wes allocated for bison- 
related operations in the cust t bieneium About one-thed of thai amount has been speni on 
direct beson contro! costs, is. : <mag over $30,000 for attorney expenses and legal fees. 
Additional indirect costs ai: 227d to about $19,000. 


Pages iv, 188 - lt is widely vcce-xed tant more thc.» 23 dison actually remained in Yellowstone in 
1902, although only 23 wee ated. 


Page xv - The DEIS states dir phase 2 of Alternative 3 includes a quarantine program (pp. 74, 
00), but Chart 2 does not show amy animals removed twough quarantine under that alternative. 


Page 13 - The map incorrectly shows historic bison range as stopping at Omahs and Kansas City. 
Bison historically occupied virtually the entire United States, and extended imo Caneda and 
Mexico. 


Page 19 - Reference to frequency of braceilosis-induced abortions in bison raust be a reference 
to domestic or captive bison, not wild bison. 


Page 21 - sentes that land use in the Lee Metcalf Wilderness and Cabin Creek Recreation ares 
emphasizes wildlife and precludes domestic iivestock. However, the Wapiti cattle allotment is 
in thet area. 


Page 27 - The specific schedule for development of the bison management plan, as agreed to in 
} a a és not being followed, and s new schedule has not been established. This 
should be 


Page 35 - The discussion of the public scoping process and public participation eads at the 1996 
interim plan, although elsewhere in the DEIS there is mention of the amendments to that plan. 
This discussion should be extended to include tie amendments and an acknowledgment of the 


disagreement among the agencies. 


Page 41 - The control or eradication of brucellosis ia clk 1s identified as a topic thet was 
preciuded from further analysis (p. 41). The rationale gives is thet “it does not appear possible to 
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eradicate brucellosis from bison without also eradicating it from clk and is therefore not part of 
this management plan.” Thes ranonale suggests i is the exadicence of bruceiios: from bison 
that is not part of this management plan, particularty because the issue of brucellosis in elk is 
identified later on as 8 topic beyond the scope of the DEIS. 


Page 178 - There is reference to the work of Teller and Kelsall, aot Telfer and Keisall as listed in 
the bibliography 


Page 204 - The DEIS states that phase 2 of Alsernative 3 includes a quarantine program (pp. 74, 
80), but Tables 31-33 do not show any animals removed through quarantine under thai 
alternative. 


Unpublished data by Craig Knowles (p. 201) and by D. Scot (p. 182) are referenced in the DEIS 
bul not included un the bibliography 


The appeadices should include the Seysember 27, 1997 and November 13, 1997 letters from the 
federal agencies to Montana regarding changes in the | 996-97 interim plan and a low-riak 
policy 


ATTACHMENTS 


Attschment A - Bison Management Citizens Working Group 1991 proposal 

Attachment B - Letter to federal and state suthorities from CYC, Jeckson area ranchers and 
others 

Attachment C - Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffaio 

Attachment D - Petitions appnaing beson slauginer 

Attachment E - List of Bison Belong businesses 

Attachment F - Selected regional editorials 

Attachment G - Letters from Montana, Wyoming snd idsho regarding undulan fever cases 
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Superintendent Robert D. Barbee 

P.O. Box 168 

Yellowstone National Park, Wyoming 82190 
Dear Superintendent Barbee: 


A emall group of citizens conservation, environmental, 


; yh yy FA for management of the bison and 
ong-range ves ° 

elso have outlined a detailed plan for accomplishing our goals and 
objectives. Our intent has been to formulate a well balanced plan, 
satisying diverse interests and management perspectives. 


We are pleased to transait our proposal to you. We are available 
to meet with you to discuss the plan in further detail or to assist 
in any future bison long-range plan actions. If you have 
questions pi izcperson of our working group, Kare 
Ricketts, et 


Your careful consideration of our proposal is appreciated. 
Sincerely yours, 


e, e tals 


nae Wildlife Federation 


Greater Yellowstone Assoc. of Conservation Districts 


ATP 
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MANAGEMENT OF YELLOWSTOME BISON 
one! © oe 6 ee 2 oe ne 
t 


John Cada, Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks 

Rich Inman, U.S. Forest Service 

Rich Klukas, Yellowstone Netional Perk 

Larry Stackhouse, Montana State University Veterinary Research Lab 


BACKGROUND 

Yellowstone National Park, which became the world's first 
national in 1672, is recognised internationally for its 
strateg ¢ @eclogical, and cultural ficance. It is the 


Yellowstone's highly varied sapigesice exgpente supports a wide variety 
of plant-eating animals. Among thee - w. of 
ungulates, including bison. These bison, which constitute sone of 
the last free-roaming bison in the country, are considered by sany 
Americans to be a national treasure, an exci reminder of the 
much larger free- herds that once i ted the northern 


Virtually all of the bottom land along the Yellowstone River 
north of Yellowstone National Park to Yankee Jim Canyon, as 
the open bottoms and basins cf major tributaries are private 


Page Two 

Management of Yellowstone Bison 
ownership. The Hebgen Lake ares ‘4 primarily public land, vith 
some private land in the area 


Se Gee Gvees comnen quale ont objectives to be used for 
consideration in our alternative. The group 
recognized MA ~- RS proposal. 


Goal: anionete custaleahte herds of wild bison in balance with 
Objectives: 
1. Maintain @ self-sustaining population of bison. 

~Recognize that bison are wildlife. 


~Recognize Park Service management objectives to maintain a 
naturel, viable, and free-roaming bison tion in the 
Park, with emphasis on sinimizing human on natural 
animal population dynamics. 


~The Park Service will manage bison populations in accordance 
with range capecity within the Park. 


~Allow opportunities, to the extent possible, for bison to 
migrate to bison areas outside Yellowstone 
National Park, zing that the population is to reside 
primarily in the Park. 


-In bison management areas outside the Park, populations will 
be based on range capacity. 


-Provide national sport hunting opportunities for bison. 


2. Protect local domestic livestock in the area surrounding 
Park 7 ee the potential for transmission of the 
lla organisa. 


“Scientifically determine actual brucellosis infection within 
bison, risk of transmission of brucellosis between bison and 
cattle, and potential for transmission between cattle and 
bison end/or other wildlife. 


-Use appropriate measures to prevent contact between bison 
aad cuboebtible liveseesk. 


~Investigate scientific means available to contro] and/or 
minimize brucellosis infection. 


dy 
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Attachment B 
Dus Gichnan, cocoa of 
Mr 
Mr. Beuce Bebtia, Secsetery of 
Mr. im Gesinger, Governor of Wyomiag 
BrucaDoals in Wyomiag 
sae henry. 31, 
Deas President Clissca, Seceetastes Glickmea, Babbitt aad Goversox Geriaga:, 
rateal concerns for the Grectios brucellosis 
cat veya en eee aad coaservation 
to protect sustelinlag 2 obUR 
ot atalg ve Sentoindwaaees We we 


Fos sig inns Boat Maa Setnen Bing Sit kan 
a ene 1197 Pan Rage Preps Tae 
amen of bode omincusty for 
ia socthwesiers ——— 


eeaaun, Wentag’' 


| hy 


Operational expertise 
pene rage ety bade olwdla tows (usd roe ncn 


on ay cat pie Uisnanal esseg 


pees otber 


emedte 


' are the 
ae te a 


i to wate balding ed baneling sel Brenock 
manpower seeds, Giolapueeed deagpen ap eat. 


plumebenbitaaiaes Gonmle 
fact, thece is already a Market Catte 


Information System is place thet exists to slert isterstate markets of disease problems. Therefore, 


another testing program would be redusdsat. 


While we share your coacers for protecting 
le sacum oow becoune haie le 00 soceat bisory ef bescetiots ressmiesien fren 


the “Brucellosis Free Status” of 
to cattle 


in Teton, Park and Sublette covaties and because the ranchers in this asea protect their cattle 


through vaccinations. In addition, ibe 
winter depredation elk bunts («ben and 


Game and Fish Depastment (WGAF) carries out 
eee eee 


eliminating tbat potential for disease transmission. The WG&F Department 


grounds, thereby 
would be ia 2 positioa to do tbe same if or when bison entered private feed lines. 


Ay 


We ask you to wederstand Wat the reachers of this foc Une measures 
pandivematinant depementotmesssaammeanmaaeiien 


ae caf i ie Oe py es Nor does the conservation 
er apy he ev 


We ask you to understand that the 
from and/or Gciven by APHIS and the 
(heeat to mas and beast. 


Women sine eiatinenensiness cab ehentaame Wanepcamnas 
and recogaise the conynos which exists betweee Gase two major chuizess 
groups, the very groups most effected by this issue. We a 
0a eoa-ieibal and eco-isvasive of minimizing 
disk of disease transmission rather (hes yy ny 
via the lethal and costly methods sow beiag proposed. you for jour time and 
coasideraiioa. 

Siscerely, 

Taexcow bron Rascuwas ‘ 
|e aia ; yar ol 
Hol tl _ Mik ClaR 

yaa ErEUINS EMCI 
kil in” 15 Lows raw 
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The Citizens’ Plan 


To Save Yellowstatie 


HOLE ALLIANCE FOR RESPONSIBLE PLANNING 
Re | 

News Release 
Date: 2/12/97 
Re: Ranchers & Coaservsticas Unite on Bison Issue 
Costect: Fraaz Cameaziad, Executive Disector, 733-9417 
POR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

Sponsored by: 

In a chow of unity, raschess s04 conservstice groups ia the Jackson Hole area beve signed 1 lente: —~-——-- 
asking for the Animal asd Piast Health Service (APHIS) withia the Department of Dubois Wildlife Association 
Agriculture, the Of leterios and aad otber pov erament leaders to reconsider 
various nates, reguistions asd ae Gallatin Wildlife Association 
sesousty impect their iateresis. TEA Greater Yellowstone Coalition 
lsesess ase hn peopoodseigiaaiog fem ani ave 6 and the wafousded premise Idaho Wildlife Federation 
that bruceliosis poses 2 seal Great to man and beast ° oy Bison Cooperative 

Ths signatories inctude, Former Seastor Cliftoed P. Hansen, Brad Mead, Kelly Lockhart, Bob Montana Audubon 
Lucas, Bill Resor, Franz J. Camenziad, Ph D., Executive Dissctor of the Jacksoa Hole Aliieace for Montans River Action Network 
Respoesibie Mike Clark, Executive Disecter of the Geeater Yailowstone Coalition, asd Montana Wilderness Association 
Lioyd Dorsey, of the Wyoming Wildlife Federatios. 

In cogjuaction with this leter, the Jecikv0a Hole ABistce for Respoasible bas asked Vice Nationa! Parks and Conservation Association 
President A) Gora, Secsetaries Glictonan and Babbit to imervese ia tbe mater and call for 10 Nationa] Wildlife Federation 
immediate baXt to any killing of Discs. In additios tbe Allisece is asking for the formation of 1 ee Defense Council 
specis! National Academty o! Scieace pase! to iavenigae ibis meter aad make recommendstions Wilderness Society 
for a long term solutine. Wyoming Audubon 

Yellowstone Raft Company 


6 nn TM nn 6 on Lad Can @ 
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manegng 
the first time tu nine years that the 
Pushed by harsh winters and their public hes been esked te comment en 
instinct to survive, over 1900 Yeilow- bew ‘fellewstene’s wild buffaic sheuid 
stune buffalo attempted to leave Ye!- be managed fer the long term The gov- 


ain + confirmed case of brucelloms 
tra: -mission from wild buffalo te cat- 
the. Meanwhile, Greater Yellowstene's 


WE 2028 Pant: Pan ae 


Background State wildlife agencies 
ee pal Yr aap nr 
pa ent te stone. However, in Montana, manage 
Porest lands and intermingled een banded to the state Departuent 
support vast herds @iz and deer, 
grianly bear, and other wildlife, imciod- ., Surte and Bderal agnacinn, badly 
ing the buffalo. Much ofthe Nations) § 40) the current policy buf. 
eee ey wh adbr-ar-pruny-ned lo ie necessary to prevent the spread of 
National Park ie designated as impor 4, disease brucellosis trom buffalo to 
cattle. The agencies have shot buffalo 
‘ o attempting to migrate to winter range, 
2% or have herded the bufSalc inte pus 
ineie | and outside the park and then 
ehipped them to slaughter. 


that can cause scene domestic cows to 


arrived on this continent with cattle 
brought from Eurepe. It was first 
cod hes dace been Gotested into 
wince 
During harsh winters, Yellowstone 
Wufthle ream to lower elevations out- "=n elk herdo an well 
dy rend senéed forage This movement ___ Taare hs sever been o cnfirmed 
outside the park is a natural process, ph ee ny wy eh pe 
cimilar to the seasonal migrations belie to-cattie, The Stand cgay 
Gch an ch ce Oo cies involved in thie issue (Animal and 
wildlife. Artificial feeding of buffalo 2" Health Inepection Desvice, 
in a fatile attempt to keep them inside US. ~— ~~ hy 
the perk is not an acceptable manage buffalo bulle, calves, yearlings and 
ment tool. Such feeding would unaste- cows that have already birth 
rally support wildlife populations in = 
8 200-like situation, disrupt natural present no relevant risk ef tranmnie- 
wildlife behaviors, and increase the sion of brucallesis to livesteck. Because 
likelihood of trenemission of disease -allasie hae been detected in the 
and parasites For these reasons, buffer. tt ow a. 
+ tng hme eames Shans wilah wil not bo ressived eaely 
by controlling the disease in buffalo. 
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ee eed from a herd of 3600, in just one winter. 
winter. About 45% of these cattle graze 

on public lands, for which the Forest For exampie, in the two areas out- 
Service recatves leas than $5,000 each lo Cerin Sean te ae 
yeas. Reonomically, it makes more most of the conflict occurs, are 


100,000 wild buffalo and elk. This is Forest Service can work with ranchers 
io true because there is still * modify grazing allotments north and 
no safe and “ffective ’ ~ « cilceis vaccine west of Yellewstone National Park. 
for wildlife. The agencies can move ahead with a 
land swap north of the park 


federal public land along the Yellowstone River 
ee where buffalo and other wildlife can 
approach to managing Yellowstone migrate and survive the winter without 
buffalo. Their plan propeses a bureav- coming into contact with cattle 
eratic, impractica] and expensive sye- 
tem, costing taxpayers more than a eo dnaie Sp wae 
million dollars each year to capture, members have lived beside the buffalo 
corral, test, vaccinate, ship, kill and for thousands of years, believe the 
oall buffalo. It restricts buffalo from ‘Yellowstone buffalo should live wild, 


Xb/ 


ieee Pha. Reve Nelvwreuee die 


Yellowstone buffalo on tribal lands 
throughout the country, thus resto. 9g should not focus solely en the elimina- 
the buffalc to its more traditional : ole tion of the disease in Greater Yaliow- 
in the oul. re ofthe Native American stone wildlife, but rather on reducing 


tribes. the already very low for the 
tranamission of from wild 

Excess live bison removed from “ison to domestic cattle. This can be 

lands outside Yellowstone Park would by cattle and 

have to be certified as didease-free by ensuring that buffalo and cattle will 

before being released to Indian reserva- not come into contact with one another. 

tions. However, the current Killing buffalo is not the only way to 

of the Greater Yellowst: achieve this separation. 

is more intrusive and costly 

than The protocol is also more 

extreme than what is required of live- 

stock. It needs to be modified to be 

more effective, efficient and humane. 


: 
68 NM BBE AS PAL LT Mt 
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ineludes winter range adjacent to 
the park which is vital to buffalo, espe- 
cally during severe winters. Buffalo 
must be allowed to use public lands in 


-  inereased 
ing. Inside the park, buffalo will not be buffalo. These herd size limits will be 
shot or captured for testing, quaran- reviewed annually by # cooperative man- 
tine, or slaughter. agement team which would include 


Uatasee Pha. be Rave Poibiwotacs inetiinn _ 


techniques 
use. Separation of buffalo and cattle if reasonable hazing efforts have failed. 
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ties areas are north of the park and 
Husse Butte west of the park. 


* The agencies wil) support the 
current effort to acquire private land 
winter range north of the park 
between Reese Creek and Yankee Jim 


immediately 
adjacent to the SMA if such a regula- 
tion is not already in place. 


* Private entities, in coordination 
with goverament agencies, will work 
to establish a voluntary program to 


pb 2 


is developed that is also found to be 
safe on nontarget species, can be 
administered in a non-intrusive man- 
new oral delivery) 
and comp'ies with manage- 
ment objectives of the resource-man- 
aging agency. Any program to reduce 
or eliminate brucellosis in Greater 
Yellowstone buffalo will only be used 
in conjunction with other risk man- 
agement strategies outlined in this 
plan, and will not proceed without 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinten and Governor Racicot, 


having wild, Tov evan wine ange oe national brat 
should be able to use low-elevation winter national forest lands 


Sates Se 
seus Sena as use ote ste agencies to adopt 


« better plan to manage bison as wildlife eo they will be hore to come. 


Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


RECEIVED Np 2 ap 
Dear President Clintow and Covernor Racicot, . 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone's bison 

Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 

Dear President Clinten end Gererner Raticot, 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. \We are opposed to the indiscriminate slaughter of these animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot. 


We, the undersigned, support having @ild 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use Jow-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are gone to the indiscriminate slaughter of these animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come 
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Stop the siaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use Jow-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are opposed to the indiscriminate slaughter of these animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersi , Support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter senge ee national forest lands 
outside the park. We are opposed to the indiscriminate slaughter of animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many genérations to come 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone's bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 

We, the unde , Support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 

} hay ce. should be able to use low-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are opposed to the indiscriminate sla of animals and do not 


want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicet, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roeming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are opposed to the indiscriminate slaughter of animals and do not 
| want bison shot within Yellowstone Nationa! Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife s0 they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the siaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and, Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are opposed to the indiscriminate slaughter of these animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to us¢ low-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are opposed to the indiscriminate slaughter of these animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federe! and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 


Name Address 


SLNAWWO?D 


167 


NO A fog her 12 fen, 
YPN preater Yellowstone Coalition 
ms 


YELL-15420 contd. 
Attachment D contd. 


Sfop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The biscn should be able to use low elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are ee to the indiscruminate slaughter of these animals and do not 
went bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are opposed te the indiscriminate slaughter of these animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federa! and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton aad Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter range on national forest lends 
outside the park. \Ve are opposed to the indiscriminate slaughter of these animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone Nationa! Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are opposed to the indiscriminate slaughter of animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstene National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bisc _ +s wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 

n.. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter range on national forest 
outside the park. We are gone to the indiscriminate slaughter of these animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
s better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they wil! be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop tne slaughter of Yeliowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, Revcurcust~*: *™ 


We, the wntgecien ed, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecesystem. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park We are opposed to the jndiscriminete slaughter of these animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowsione National Park. We urge federel and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 
RECEIVED IN 5 8% 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are to the jndiscriminate slaughter of animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, ees. Sey 
. 1 > 


We, the enteninel, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter r on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are opposed to the indiscriminate slaughter of animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife 30 they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


RECEry 
Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, ad 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 

. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are to the jndiscriminate slaughter of animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
# better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. We are eppaaee to the jndiscriminate slaughter of t animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone's bison Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 
Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 
We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone having wild, free- bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The should be able to use low-elevation winter st tceee national forest lands | wh ny The bi rend be shis to ure 4 ot r ~ on national forest lands 
outside the perk. We are yous to the indiscriminate slaughter of animals and do not cutside the park. We are to the indiscriminate slaughter of animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt want bison shot within Yellowstone Natioxal Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adupt 
0 better plan to manage bison as wildlife se they will be here for many generations to come. a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone's bison Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 

igned, support having wild. free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone “ R i 
ee ao be x rac ~~ winter range on nations! forest lands ~~ the + red, oceoart hevieg wild, Geocneming om tes the Genter Siete 
outside the park. \We ere opposed to the indiscriminate slaughter of these animals and do not | a. ae iano ~ so ) = ae — wi eelhpe on _ ~ paw y 4 ands 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt want bison thot within Yellowstone Notions ) Park “We aml federal and etate agencies te FR 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. a better plan to manage bison as wildlife 80 they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison | 


RECE 31 PRI Ss 398 
Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-roaming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 

— The bison should be able to use low-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
outside the park. \Ve are qqouet to the indiscriminate slaughter of animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. \We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the slaughter of Yellowstone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Rackot, 


We, the undersigned, support having wild, free-rosming bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. The bison should be abie te use low-elevation winter range on national forest lands 
dutside the park. We are qqoued to th: indiscriminate slaughter of t animals and do not 
want bison shot within Yellowstone National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
s betier plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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Stop the siaughter of Yellowstone’s bison | Stop the slaughter of Yellow stone’s bison 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 


\ igned, t having w.! ‘ i ; We, the undersigned, support having wild, free- ing bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ve, the undersi suppoit having wid, free-roaming bison in the Greatex Yellowstone oe The ae aoe an Go Sate Se _ 


Dear President Clinton and Governor Racicot, 
. The should be able to use low sonal 
Ecosystein use low-elevation winter range on national forest lands | a ash. Gen to the indi ——~ te ee 


outside the park. We are opposed to the indiscriminate slaughter of animals and do not ; “ : 
ant bison shet within Yellowstone National Perk. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt want bison shot within Yel National Park. We urge federal and state agencies to adopt 
a better plan to manage bison as wikilife so they will be here for many generations to come e better plan to manage bison as wildlife so they will be here for many generations to come. 
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These businesses support Bison Belong, a 
campaign to find a solution to the bison 
management problem at Yellowstone. 


PLEASE SUPPORT THESE BUSINESSES. 


Organization and Educational Institutions 
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DEPARTMENT OF Attachment H 
PUBLIC HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES 


MARC RACK UT 


PETER S. BLOUKE Pap 
OtmeCTOR 


= a) — STATE OF MONTANA 


November 28, 1995 


Andres Reed. Mid-Central Coordinator 
The Fund for Animais, inc. 

233 West Groacway, Suite 409 
Louisville, Kentucky 40202 


Oear Ms. Reed: 


Your letter of November 24, 1995, to J. Dale Talisferro requesting information regarding 
human brucellosis in Montana has been forwarded to me for a response. | am pleased to 
provide you with the following information. 


The state of Montana has, indeed, sustained confirmed cases of human brucellosis among our 
residents from 1980 to the present. Laboratory confirmed cases of human disease were 
identified in 1986, 1889, 1992 and 1995. Fortunately, none of the ceses were fatally 
infected. 


The Montana Department of Public Health and Human Services considers brucellosis to be a 
potentially serious human health threat in our state at this time insofar as additional cases can 
be expected (0 occur, and can result in serious, prolonged and debilitating disease conditions. 


Enclosed, as you requested, is a copy of the information distributed by our agency to educate 


the genera! public about undulant fever o: Bang’s disease and how to prevent transmission of 
the diseese. 


Todd Damrow, Ph.0., M.P.H. 
Montana State Epidemiologist 


Enclosure 
c.c. J. Dale Taliaferro 


TO:my 


DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH 
AND HUMAN SERVICES 
Communicable Disease Contro! 


What is brucellosis? 

Brucefosis \s @ becterm/ disease tut may affect various organs of the body. There are 150-250 new cases reported annw- 
aby ne USA 
Who gets brucellosis? 

Everyone @ suscepatte to the becteria and the disease  axposed. in the USA fe more thety to De an CocUpet 
associated disease Of Persons who work with win vtacns ertnads 
How is brucellosis 


The baccene het causes Svs disease ere tcund in unpastewtred rik trom diseased cows and also from chacharges from 
atte oF goats that abort ther lets. ft is uniely thet Os disease would be apresd from person to person. 


What are the symptoms of brucellosis? 
Symptoms of brucelioers include wnterrdent or rreguiay fever of varable Gunster, headache, weakness. profuse swests 


chits, weghi loss and gener sized achang. an - 
How soon do symptoms appear? 

‘The tre period is righty vanabie, bul symptoms usually appear within five to 30 days. Some p infected years ago wil 
have condnuing symptoms. 


Does past infection with brucellosis make a person immune? 
Rig uniieely Met an indmdual wi be renieced. 


What is the treatment for brucellosis? 


. Teeenent 6 wsesnts > Cron: miecton. 
pee fe tyme bm prevent Specific antibiotics whch require a 


What can be done to prevent the spread of brucellosis? 

The use of pasteurized rk and preverdion of comact with tifected cstte, sheep or goats will reduce the risk of infecton. 
Workers who come in Contac! with caycasses, aborted fetuses. organs or body fuids of infected catte. seine, dogs. 
coyoss of ef should wear protective clotting and practice good Nygiene. Herds of cate and swine can be teseed for fection. 
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ae ‘ WED 7 ee 
| ) oe os DEPARTMENT OF S.lewig — 
ag ALTE AND appa np np SCTENCES 6, Maxy At this time, a culture is pending at the Deaconess Medical Center 


in Billings. However, since culture results are rarely positive 


unless attempted goon after infection, we do not expect any 
conde confirmation. The case started with antibiotics on 2/16/94 
we OWIIANA and Dr. Calhoun has asked us to check in @ month to see if the 
AONIAINA gentleman responds to treatment. With the exception of a call to 
ale tte 8 Es Dr. Calhoun in a month, no additional follow-up is planned. 
‘| MAR 2 1095 jj! 
Lee Prt rpens ’ : Aune 
| See wee k 
TO: Epidemiology file rope/ Prey 
Dr. Todd Damrow, State Epidemiologist Petersen / ARIE 
Dr. Clarence Siroky, State Vaterinarian 
FROM: Jim Murphy, Surveillance Coordinator 
DATE: February 22, 1995 
REGARDING : Billings Brucellosis Case 
On January 20, 1995 the Montana Public Health Laboratory confirmed 


serologic evidence of infection with Brucella in a 40 year-old 
Billings male. Follow-up with David Calhoun, M.D., indicated 
clinical symptoms consistent with Srucellosis were present and he 
was treating the gentleman as an active Brucellosis case. During 
our telephone contact, Dr. Calhoun indicated the case had 
experienced recurring fevers over the last year. 


In subsequent contact regarding possible risk exposures, Dr. 
Calhoun indicated the Brucella case was a livestock pharmaceutical 
represer.tative and an avid hunter. Dr. Calhoun also reported that 
the case was very interested in the disease and would be willing to 
cooperate with our investigation. After consultation with Dr. 
| Clarence Siroky, State Veterinarian, a short questionnaire designed 


to collect risk information from the case was devised. The 
questionnaire facused on occupational and recreational risk factors 
for Brucella’ infection. 


The case was interviewed by MDHES staff telephone. The case 
| reported no contact with the Brucella vaccine manufactured by his 
employer and no work or travel histories consistent with an 
exposure risk. The case did report an exposure to elk in 1991, 
| indicating that he had taken a bull calf in the Madison county 
area. The case also assisted with the loading of a cow elk taken 
by another in his ty. However, he indicated that he did not 
assist in the cl “g of the cow and that his hunting rt who 
took the cow remains healthy. The case also indicated the presence 
| of symptoms in 1991, sometime after his elk ccntact. Through the 
interview and consultation with Dr. Siroky, it was determined the 
contact with the elk was the most likely exposure. However, 
verification is not possible. 
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Sime of idaho 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND WELFARE 
Office of the Director 


mages 


vaneguse 


December 5, 1995 


Andrea Reed 

Mid-Central Coordinator 
The Fund for Animale Inc. 
233 W. Broadway, Suite 409 
Louisville, K¥ 40202 


Dear Ms. Reed: 


Thank you for your letter of November 24, asking for information 
regarding brucellosis in Idaho. 


The table listed below gives the mumber of cases of brucellosis 
reported in Idaho from 1980 to the present. There have been no 
human fatalities of which we are aware. We do not have any 
educational saterial on this disease, and ve de not consider it a 
serious human health threat in our State, except for certain 
eccupational groups such as veterinarians or persons , one in 
animal slaughter. Even in these groups it would be dered a 


Brucellosis in Idaho 
GX 1280 - CY 1994 


1993 - 1 case 1984 - 1. case 
1990 - 1 case 1983 - 3 cases 
1987 - 1 case 19862 - 1 case 
1985 - 1 case 1980 ~ 4 cases 


If we can be of any further assistance, please call Dr. Jesse 
Greenblatt, our State Epidemiologist, at (208) 334-5939. 


December 4, 1995 


Ms. Andres Reed 

The Fund for Aaimals Inc. 
233 West Broudway, Suise 409 
Louisville, KY 40202 


Ocar Ms. Reed: 


Wyoming Department of Health Director, Mr. Ken Kamis forwarded your recent letter segarding human 
risk of Brucellosis to my office for response. 


Before addressing your specific information requests, | should provide some background information. | 
have been the Staue Epidemiologist for Wyoming since November, 199¢ and am working t0 improve 
disease surveillance systems in the state. However, in previous years, surveillanee for commusicable 
disease was not given high priority and the quality and type of dats available is of limited reliability. 

systems for collection and dissemination of communicable disease dara were first instinaed 
in 1989. Daw prior w that vear is not available for zoonotic diseases, possibly because mandatory 
reporting was not required. Although Bruceilosis is currently a reportable disease in Wyoming, many 
physicians do not perform the specific bload tests necessary to confirm the diagnosis, since testing at the 
time of illness and again several weeks after recovery is necessary. Thus, many physicians who suspeci a 
patient may have 3rucelia infection, may decide to empirically treat with antibiotics, rather than coafirm 
the diagnosis. Further, they may not report these suspect cases to the State Health Deparunent. 


Specifically, in response to your questions: 


1). We have had two cases reported since 1989. The first was not confirmed serologically and reported!y 
occurred in a |7 year old fernale from Gilleme, Wyoming in December, 1992. The illness resulted in 
delivery of a still-borne infant at 18.5 weeks of gestation. The mother recovered. 

The second case was reported from Laramie, Wyoming in June, 1995 end occurred in a 24 year old male. 
This case was apparently caused by accidental injection with Brucella vaccine, and not natural infection. 


2). No deaths confirmed as caused by Brucella infection. 


3) No brochure currently available, we have consulted with the Seuse Veterinarian and the Fish and 
Wildlife Department, who plan to develop 3 brochure for future distribution. 


4). Brucellosis is primarily a disease of wild and domestic animals. [n Wyoming, prevention of 
Brucellosis from castle has been controlled trough eradication efforts and pasteurization of dairy products. 
Human cases of Brucellosis occur sporadically in Wvoming but the disease is noi considered t0 be 8 a 
leading health threat ia Wyoming As with most livestock-producing states, sec dental injection with 
Brucella vaccine \s among the leading risk factors for infection. Natural infection as a consequence of 
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handling meal aod tisswes of infected animals with ungloved hands pasticularty two 
hunters, Other anes have (on care cecasions) eased dasese tasamichn ease infected kennei- 
raised dogs, drinking raw (infected) goat’s milk Or from exposure to infected hogs at meat processing 
plants. No record of such occurrence exists ia Wyoming. 


result of very unusual complications. such as infection of the sac surrounding the heart (endocarditis), 
fuptured mycouc aneurysm (ruptured dilated blood vessel), encephalomeningitis, and pneumoeis. 

Although endemic in some third worid countries and the Middle East, the prevalence of 
infection in the U.S. has become so low that in 1996, the Counsel of State and Territorial Epidem iologists 
(CSTE) and the Ceaters for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) voted to eliminate national reporting of ,/ 
Brucellosis. 


Sincerely, 

\ egg’ Zr chlo 01h, Ay 
Gayle L. Miller, DVM, MPH 

Gavi. Miler, D 
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Involvement - 8 years, since scoping 


Last week, GYC and 15 other groups developed a new plan for managing bison 
which is different than any of the seven alternatives presented in the DEIS. The 
Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo provides that bison will be left alone in 
the park, that they will be allowed to use the public lands outside the park, and that 
their numbers will be managed to stay within identified ecological carrying 
capacities outside the park. It provides that human safety and private property are 
protected and endorses establishment of a private fund to reimburse private property 
owners for damage to fences from bison. It also emphasizes the need to acquire 
additional winter range from willing sellers and to provide incentives for voluntary 
changes m livestock operations to reduce transmission risk. 


We believe these strategies, which include prudent risk management approaches, 
will maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo and protect the interests of the livestock 
industry in a balanced, common-sense manner. And it can help end the controversy 
that will certainly continue under the government’s proposed plan. 


You will be hearing from the groups that have endorsed this Citizens’ Plan, along 
with supporting busmesses and others, throughout the public comment period in 
much more detail. GYC will he providing additional written comments before the 
end of the comment period. 


Since the scoping process started. policies have changed, statutes have changed, and 
over 2000 bison have been killed. Meanwhile, other states have threatened sanctions 
on Montana livestock producers. That threat, much more than any real concern 
about transmission of bruceilosis from wild bison to cattle, is what is making 
resoiution of this issue so difficult. 
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The public is tired of this conflict, and they want a solution. If you adopt the 
government’s plan, this controversy will continue. That plan appears to be no more 
than the current interim plan in the short term, the same interim plan that led to the 
killing of over 1100 bison out of a herd of 3500 in one winter alone. And that is no 
solution. There is little to no real commitment in the government's plan to pursuing 
important changes in the long term that will provide access for bison to winter range 
to survive. 


The government is presenting us with what amounts to an outtine, with very few 
details, after cight years of debate. We, the public, have absolutely no idea how 
bison would be managed under the government's plan if they leave the boundaries 
of the park. The whole purpose of this DEIS was to tell us what is going to happen, 
and you haven’t done that in your preferred alternative. 


Under the government’s proposed plan, Montana, and ultimately the Board of 
Livestock, would decide - at a later date - if and wheu and under what conditions 
bison would be allowed out of the park and how they would be subsequently 
managed. It gives the Montana Dept. of Livestock authority, after the plan is 
adopted, to decide if and where bison can go outside the park, if at all; to decide 
what bison are low risk bison in terms of transmission threat; and to decide the 


Your plan is therefore nothing more than a suggestion, and you, the agencies, 
cannot legitimately tell us, the public what the consequences of adopting your plan 
would be because you don’t really know what that plan ultimately is. You're 
leaving all of that up to Montana Dept. Of Livestock to decide after this plan is 
adopted. And if it's anything like what’s in place now, it will be a disaster, not just 
for bison, but for our livestock producers as well. 


We have to question what the point was in doing this plan if you are not going to 


OA 


decide anything. And certainly we have to wonder what the federal agencies, in 
particular the National Park Service, feel they're getting out of this decision to have 
abdicated joint responsibilities for wild animals to the state of Montana to decide 
later. 


Montana is one of the agencies developing this plan, and they will be signing this 
decision. Why isn’t that good enough? Why, after eight years, is Montana saying 
they have to go back behind closed doors and let the Board of Livestock decide later 
waat’s OK? Those decisions should be part of this process, and it absolutely 
disingenuous to suggest more decisions are needed later that the are not being 
presented to the public right now as the plan of action. 


This uncertainty and lack of commitment to long-term changes are why we are 
convinced the government’s plan, if adopted, with only lead to more conflict year 
after year after year. It was with that in mind we developed the Citizens’ Plan, 
currently endorsed by 16 local, regional and national groups representing over 5 
as the way to resolve this issue. We urge you to adopt this plan. 


97 letters were recaived from sixth grade students from Harmony Middle School, i 


17,63 


| hape you rend our letters end comeider these carefully and thank qou for @ to edvenss. | pray we hear thet the 
Matianel Posh Service hes agreed te the NAV ond lnterbrikel Cooperate s propeesl and that ue more disee 
ere Uilled oat of fear or money. | and ony students wil be following this choosy ts the fetes. 


Stocerdl oars, 


per Lords Weep 
=a cae 


Ensleced, please find letters tress car Gth qreders here at Warmany Middle Schoo! t» Overland Park, 
Kenses. Some of cur shadents have been to Veloustone Park and we have ¢ farmetead two Uineks tom 
oar seboel thet hes ¢ female been named Bine Feather. We ofl adoro her end you wil nation mony 
soferences to ber to thelr letters. | caked ony shadents to unite letters after wo saw the article in last 
month's National Wdiile. We have bers consemed end sickened by the reports essing cat of Yellowstone 
Mettonal Park for the last snserel years cheat the cleaghter of Lisen even theagh we live to Kancee! 


Why, os 0 cation of kamen beings, canchers incladed, dy wo continac to destvey everything quod ervand 
ca? Altar guing to tho 100 Web she and sesing the phetegrapher's video 0 cteins mo that this entive 
branallocts soase ic cating bat ¢ cover op to Mi healthy bien, butcher thes end soll thelr meat ot « 
handesme peice for prollt. Why weald the government or the pask surcien even concider turning cheskste 
catharliy evar to the state Beard of Uvecteck? They exo part of the sxanall You now the world ls watching 
this end personally (mn eat guing to stand fer &. 


Plasee tebe the tine to lock st the solution prupesnd by the Nations! Wikdile Federetion end the lnterfribel Bless 
Cocperative. This ts an quallent plan end desnwes your citention. lock ot the shodent's suggestions tee, they 
have qucliont idees. 1 cngers wo incredibly thet lencccet enimels ere dying te possibly line 
aS tes etestesta ame A perk | pay tex 
dolters 


be Pa a 
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September 11, 1998 


Sarah Branscom 
Bison Management Pian, EIS Team 
National Park Service 


yer-44%0 


On behalf of Honor the Earth, a national Native foundation and advocacy group, | would 
like to comment on the proposal of Alternative Seven ( the Preferred Alternative) as 
presented in the Environmental impact Susement on Bison Management ai Y cliowstone 
National Park. 


While we commend the National Park Service for undertaking an ambitious discussion of 
the future of the Yellowstone Buffalo herd, we find the final proposal to be lacking in 
either vision or innovation, to be founded on false premises and to represent a significant 
threat to the long term viability of buffalo populations, aka. the Buffalo Nation in North 
America. At the close of the 20th century, shooting buffalo is no more in the national 
interest that it was a cemtury ago; nor does the action indicate that we have learned any 
lessons from the past, wasteful public policies of this country. We consider the 
Yellowstone buffalo herd to be a national treasure, the “survivors”, the “strongest ones”, 
and as such, central to the long term vitality of buffalo populations in North America. 
Callous management and lethal controls of this herd is, at its foundation, ecological folly 
and the mismanagement of a vital public resource and trust. 


In relation to the EIS process itself, the present timeline needs to be expanded to allow for 
meaningful public participation. After an eight year process in development of the EIS, it 
is exclusionary to hold a 180 day period for the EIS comment period. Since many Native 
nations are engaged in summer ceremonies and celebrations during this time, it is a 
difficult time within which to organize formal comments. In addition, the actual 
consultation process with tribal governments was restricted to a very short period of time 
(August), and the absence of adequate notification limited the participation of many 
traditional and spiritual leaders. We do not believe, as a consequence, that the EIS 
process has met with the specifications of the Executive Orders on Environmental Justice 
and Native Free Exercise of Religion. Nor do we believe that this process has in a 
meaningful way addressed the Executive Memorandum on Government to Government 
Relations with Native American Tribal Governments. 


It is of primary significance to have full Native participation in the EIS process, us the 
cultural impact of proposed policies are not considered. In both the draft EIS and the 


2/0 


most recemt document, the cultural impact is glossed over. This problem is illustrated by 
the text, “... Bison were critical to the indigenous cultures of North America and were an 
important part of the landscape covering over half the continent...". \n the initial draft 
document (page | 52), the absence of knowledge about present Native religious and 
cultural relationships with buffalo is quite apparent. Referring to Native peoples under 
Ethnographic Resources, the document notes that the records are “incomplete” and refers 
to present day Ethnographic Resources as including ..."several tribes with lands near 
Yellowstone...” It is painfully obvious that the NPS is woefully ignorant of the 
significance and vitality of Native religious and cultural practices in this era in 
relationship to the buffalo. 


The EIS draft discusses Native people “harvesting or receiving” dead buffalo, not live 
ones, and in fact, some would argue has used these donations of slaughtered buffalo to 
gain some meager political mileage in the situation, in a way which is far from ethical or 

iate. All of the comments contained within the federal documents illustrate the 
lack of knowledge and participation of Native peoples in the discussion on 
the management of the buffalo herd. 


Honor the Earth requests that full participation and consideration according to federal 
mandates on environmental justice, religious freedom and nation to nation trust 

ibilities occur in relaticaship to Native peoples and nations. This would include 
an extension of the comment period. 


In relationship to the content of the proposal, Alternative Seven poses a number of 
problems: 


1. Management of the buffalo herd, as epposed to management of the forces which 
impact the buffalo, is a conflict in carrying out federal pelicy and abiding by 
Executive Orders en environmental justice and religious freedom. The reality is that 
over 250 million acres of federal land in the west are under lease to livestock owners, 
primarily cattle, often a below market prices. This situation is mimicked at Yellowstone, 
and represents a violation of policy. Grazing allotments, like the Park Grazing allotment, 
are designated for the intended purpose of wildlife. The Forest Service alone is 
responsible for managing livestock grazing on this land, and could remove the cattle 
presently on this land. This suggestion is best illustrated in Alternative Two of the EIS, 
which states, “the primary means to minimize risk in this alternative would be those used 
to maintain the separation of cattle and bison......On private land in the SMA's, which 
now is used for cattle grazing or other livestock operations, agencies might offer 
incentive to change operations...” In addition, this alternative includes a suggestion that 
“the agencies would seek agreements with grazing permitess to modify grazing 
allotments....(and) the Nationa! Park Service would modify it’s winter road management 
plan to eliminate winter groomiag and snowmobile use on some roads in Yellowstone 
Park..” What distinguishes these suggestions as positive is that they involve management 
of the introduced behaviors of cattle operators, cattle and recreational users in an 
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ecosystem designated primarily for buffalo and other wildlife. We believe this 
framework is » very important foundation on which to base any management proposals. 


2. The propesition that bruceiicsis is « grave threat has motivated the preparation 
of the EIS, and we reject this prepesitios. Begin with the fact that there is not a single 
recorded case of the renamission of brucellosis between buffalo and cattle in the wild, 
including the forty years in which these two animais have grazed side by side at Glacier 
Park. We belicve that politics and money has dictated and driven the paradigm within 
which the EIS was presented, and not science. Even the original drafi EIS acknowledged 
this problem in the Alternative Interpretation of Risk segment which notes that “...there 
have been no documented cases of transmission of brucellosis from wild, free ranging 
bison to cattle...” While we acknowledge that brucellosis is a grave threat to the cattle 
industry and understand that entire herds have been destroyed in the past because of the 
disease, the scenario is not transferable to Yellowstone. The separation of the bison and 
cattle populations, vaccination of cattle herds and when availabie in a non-intrusive form, 
vaccination of bison over the long term (as proposed in several alternatives) are viable 
safety options that underscore killing bison is unnecessary. In the interim, as killing 
buffalo is being undertaken absent a scientific mandate, Honor the Earth requests that a 
risk assessment be conducted to determine the actual impact of brucellosis transmission 
from buffalo to cattle, and an assessment on the impact of cattle on public lands and our 
national treasure, the Yellowstone buffalo. This discussion is merited in light of the vast 
expenditure of public resources ostensibly invested on behalf of the cattle industry in this 
area. Again, we reiterate the need to manage introduced behaviors and species. 


3. Liv removal needs to be considered as a viable and signifi_antly preferred 
option ever killing. The removal proposal in Alternative Seven is of dead buffalo by 
government slaughter or public hunting. We do not believe that an animal brought back 
from the edge of extinction should be an object of sport hunting, particularly those 
animals entrusted to the public. We believe that should removal be required, live buffalo 
should be removed in family units (ic. mother/calf pairs) so as not to disturb the teaching 
cycles of the animals, and placed within designated tribal herds or on public lands that 
desperately need buffalo for cultural and ecological reasons. We are aware that a number 
of tribal governments have offered to accept buffalo and that thus far, the NPS has not 
followed up on these requests. This would be an appropriate allocation of public 
resources in stark contrast to the private benefit of hunting. 


4. Aggressive acquisition of additional lands needs to be a priority. In Alternative 
Seven, it is assumed that there will be some acquisition, but the inference of the text is 
that it is not a priority (as it is in Alternative Two). We recommend the aggressive 
approach outlined in Alternative Two to acquire lands for buffalo. The reality is that 
Yellowstone National Park, in its inception, was couceptualized for wildlife, but not in a 
practical sense. Noted conservation biologists like Reed Noss (whose work has been 
used in crafting the ecological restoration plan for the Florida Everglades) has pointed out 
that “because biology has been absent from design decisions, park boundaries do not 
conform to ecological boundaries and most parks and other reserves are too small to 
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mainiain populations of wide ranging animals over the long term or perpetuate natural 
processes...” Simply stated, the long term genetic viability of the Yellowstone herd, and 
indeed other large ungulates and carnivores in the region, will be contingent upon federal 
management proposals which secure adequate land, inchudiag both core areas and 
corridors between various landholdings on which the endangered and recovering specics 
rely. 


In short, both the proces: and the final proposals of the National Park Service EIS have 
major problems, and mandate substantial revision. This undertaking is far too important 
to brush aside in a manner driven by politics, and should be based on science and full 
consideration of the legal and trust responsibility the federal government and ail of us 
have to these majestic creatures. We are hopeful you will initiate and carry out 
meaningful revisions of both the process and recommendations. 


Miigwech, 

Wynrrna lafute 
Winona LaDuke 

Program Dir fector, 
Honor the Earth Fund 
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VELL-11,441 
October 5, 1998 
Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service, Denver Services Center 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 
Ladies and Gentlemen: 


On behalf of our members we offer our comments and 
the Draft EIS for the long term management of Yellowstone bison. 


for consideration on 


Our organization rejects all seven of the alternatives because the DEIS is flawed: the DEIS 
fails to completely and honestly address purpose and need, there is no “no action” 
alternative provided, and all reasonable alternatives are not presented. 


Our organization rejects all seven of the alternatives of the DEIS for these specific reasons: 


¢ There has never been a documented case of bison B. abortus to domestic 
livestock in the wild. There has been no conclusive research on B. abortus to justify the 
expensive and inhumane treatment of bison in the DEIS, and no risk assessment 
or cost benefit analysis was done for the DEIS. To embark on any management of 
bison without scientific evidence to the contrary is unnecessary, cruel, costly 

urjustified. if there is scientific evidence, it shows the risk to be so remote that it does not 
justify capture, confinement, and slaughter of bison. No alternative presented in the DEIS 
indudes only humane strategies that could eliminate risk: banning the use of 
trails/ roads for snowmobiles that provide oy eee ee se hy J semen 
Sauind anallaibaaiicte YNP, and/or 

cesdeaad of colts an gebeabe Undo ond pub land htc ell te anally exsmuptiie 
cattle. 


i singied out for management, even though it is not the only species with 
to transmit B. abortus to cattle. Elk range freely from YNP without 


volte eabinand to capture, quarantine, and slaughter, even though there is potential to 
hy abortus, not only to cattle but to bison. If the real objective is to prevent 
infection of cattle to maintain Montana’s ciase-free APHIS status, all of wildlife 


pe ine ff ag hee pon tay gh Sm he 4 wild must be 
addressed in any “ st adamant peltee To single out bison in an EIS makes explicit 
& prejudice that is not scientific, 

¢ The plan must not contain actions which will domesticate the YNP bison. 


¢ The pian must allow the migration of bison to their historic winter range in the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem by purchase of private lands, restriction of susceptible cattle in the 
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area on public lands, and/or vaccination of all susceptibie cattie on public and private 
lands onto which bison migrate. 


® and of bison, those itive for B. 
and bison on public lands, remove the livestock. 


© The vaccination of bison is unnecessary, wasteful of resources, and treats bison as 
domestic livestock, not wildlife. Require the vaccination of cattle, not bison, on public and 
private lands to control the risk of B. abortus. 


Establish no population size objectives for the Yellowstone bison herd. Size of the herd 
should be determined by natural factors like genetic viability, weather, predation, and 
available forage, not by a management objective directed by hunters who want a trophy or 
the cattle industry who wants rangeland only for their livestock. The real purpose of a 
bison “management” pian becomes suspect when herd size manipulation is an objective. 


¢ No public bison hunt in Montana is acceptable. Hunting an animal with no fear of 
people is unethical, inhumane, and can not be justified by hunters as “sporting”. 


Our organization requests that the DEIS be reconstructed and reissued. We endorse “The 
Bison Alternative” as the plan which should be selected and implemented for the long- 
term mangement of bison and cattle in Yellowstone National Park and Montana. 


Sincerely, 
intli Sondaliem, 


Andi Sandstrom, 
President 


September 24, 1998 


Bison Maoagement Pian EIS Team 
National Park Service 
Denves Svs. Center 

Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


To Whom It May Concern: 
I am writing this letter on behalf of the 


EU U5 


As a member 


of HLN, I am concemed show the proposed plans for Yellowstone bison 
management allowing capture, shooting and slaaghter. We are aware that The Fund 
for Animals and other eatmal/eavironment groups heave proposed altemstive plans 
that protect both human ard animal interests. | strongly oppose the government’s 
“Preferred Alternative" sad we ask that you adopt an alternative plan. 


Thank you for your consideration in this unatter. 


eer 


Kim Duffy 
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jSept. 22, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Denver Svs. Center 

Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225 


Dear Sirs, 

I am writing the Bison Mgment. Plan EIS Team to voice my 
opposition for plans for Yellowstone bison management allowing 
capture, shooting and slaughter. Many animal and environment 
groups have proposed alternative plans that protect both human 
and animal interests. 

I oppose the government's “Prefered Alternative" and ask 
you to adopt an alternative plan. 

Thank you for your attention. 


BX tobe 


Exec. Director 
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September 24, 1996 


Ms. Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
Bison Management Plan EIS Tean 
Bational Park Service 

P.O. Box 25267 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


The Peoria Humane Society is a not-for-profit organization 
Gedicated to the prevention of cruelty to animals. We support 
legislation that protects wild animals and endangered species. 


The Yellowstone Bison Environmental Impact Statement, proposed 
by the National Park Service, USDA, and the state of Montana, 
presents seven different plans for managing bison at Yellow- 
stone. The “Preferred Alternative" (#7) is intolerable. 

This alternative would continue to manage American bison as 

if they were a herd of domestic cattle. 


The Montana livestock industry fear that cattle May contact 
brucellosis from wild bison. Brucellosis has never been 
transmitted between bison and cattle in the wild. 


The Peoria Humane Society believes that the responsibility 
for preventing cattle from acquiring brucellosis must lie with 
the livestock growers. We support the Minimal Management plan 


but insist the agencies stop capturing and testing bison at 
the park's boundaries. 


Sincerely, 
a Schroer 


o~<The Peoria Humane Society» 
es YELL- SH43 


October 13, 1998 


Bison Management Plan ETS Team 
National Park Service 

Denver Service Center 

P O Box 25287 

Denver,CO 80225-0287 


Dees Team Members. 


In response to your ENVIRONMENT AL IMPACT STATEMENT, it is isaperative that bison be 
considered and TREATED AS WILDLIFE not as domestic livestock. 


cease mg SNOWMOBILES in Yellowstone, which only 
ee Ta tnintinamatnenpiens 
boundaries, as well as climinate the usual populatice control factors of harsh winters and deep 
snow The State of Moatana, with the assistance of the Park Service, should not be the ones that 
cull the herd. Nature's winter can do that more effectively and sensibly. 


the CAPTURE AND SLAUGHTER of bison within Park boundaries must also cease. This 
a ee en ee ene oy he 
to preserving and protecting natural resources. 


The GRAZING OF DOMESTIC CATTLE on Park land should no longer be allowed. These 
lands were set aside for the benefit of wildlife, including bison. 


within the boundanes of the Park 1s cruci, as the bison kave learned to trust huamans. 
penagers high-profile publicity on this action will only lead to further erosion of the role of the 
Park Service in the West. 


Because of the low incidence of BURCELLOIS IN BISON, establishing a quarantine facility for 
Yellowstone bison would be a waste of federal and state tax dollars. This is not needed. 


Mary 
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September 28, 1996 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
NPG, Denver Services Center 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, Colorado 60225-0287 


Dear EIS Team: 


I em against the killing of bison who leave Yellowstone 
Park's boundaries. Please stop this madness at once. 


Because the risk of bacteria transmission between bison and 
cattle is extremely remote, risk management is a far more 
ible, econcmical, and ecologically sound Shouse to 


sens 
bacteria elimination. A risk management program shoul 
include the following: 


1. An end to the shooting or hunting of bison, especially 
on National Forest [public] land. 


2. Mandatory vaccination of domestic calves (within the 
counties surrounding Yellowstone National Park) against 
brucellosis. 


3. Purther research into the development of an effective 
vaccine against brucellosis for bison. 


Please implement this program and stop persecuting 
Yellowsatone’s bison. Your comments are requested. 


—y 


@ 
Executive Direct 


Panos an ren~ORd pape 


“dice TASS 10, $95 


Bison Pion ELS Team 

National Park Servier - Serah Brensom 
me DSC-RP 
Denver, CO 90225-0287 


Deer Ms Bransou 


On behalf of The Hemnese of the Unised (RSUS) tmilbon 
cen a contin, io men re nto 
bea as ea te a wean 


Although The HSUS has semetine: diffwed with 
apecls pote ans, a room yours om eaonthip bes peeing 
cooperative. NPS stall have participated in HSUS-orgunized conferences and 


workshops, end HSUS schutiets have participated in conferences 
workshogs. The HSUS is curently collsborating with the NPS on wildlife - 
management research projects at Island National Seashore, Fire Island 


In that light, Tho HSUS is extremely disappomted and disheartened 
Abinough tho Draft EIS cetatialy enbrases the chjectve of aaating sen 
ranging bisce herd in Yellowstone National Park (YNP), the document is clearly 


ot iachude the fall range of practical ltereatives, and conspicucusly 
consideration of the options that provide for the grenan level af preeetion for bisca. 


Bt is not acceptable to The HSUS, and should not be acceptable to the 

cin tp terse rp a eae te 
as if'a were comprised of domestic cattle. It is neither humane sor 

defensible to slaughter Inandreds or oven thousands of wild bison salaly to achieve the 
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pulitical objective of eppeasing livestock iseresta. it is not seasonable .. cenponaible to premise a 
mansgement plan and 2 druk EIS on « bieun brucellosis veccine thet does act now exist, and 
whose safety, eflicacy, end impacts are therefore unknown. 2 is not in the interest for ths 
principal burden of mitigating the alvundy minimal risk of breceliosis to cattle, even 
cattle on public landa, to fil on publicly owned YNP bison, while the affected industry is barely 
encomraged to its practionn Aad it is extremely Genating tha: this should be allowed to 
happen at the fagship antional park: if Yellowstone counoct defind its widliés from 
wpecial imtesest presouces, there is little hope for any other NPS unit that is shallarty beleaguered. 


To be consistent with the mission end public wust of the NPS, we bulleve the YNP bison 
management plan should instead rely to the extent possible cn natural rogdative of bison 
population end movements (ichuding the closure of snywaodile routes), the securing of 
necessusy winter habitet for bieca on public and privete lands outside the park, and rational 
menagement of risk of brucellosis transruission, with an appropriate share of the adjustment of 
managemest practices being borne by ivestock operator. 


Details of ous position follow. 


Deak 129 Objectives und Shares Fes teves of Al) Alternative: 


Bnsllosis control policies, The Draft EIS indicates thet the agencies ere consaneied 
to the eventual elimination of brucaliosis in bison and cther wildlife in the Greater Y eliowstons 
Ecosystem. While this goal is act intrinsically objectionable, is raises tho question of, “At what 
con?” To The HSUS, the costs may prove unacceptable. Worse, the goal of eliminating 
brucellosis is used to justify politically driven policies and actions thet will aot, in fact, infhuence 
either the provelsnce of Bruceiia abortus m bison end other wildlife or the risk of transmission of 
bruceBosis fom wildlit to Evestock. 


Ons way in which ths brucellosis eradication goal is driving the proposed tenon management plan 
is in the stated commitment to veccinate bison with « brucellosis vaccine. As the Draft EIS 
acknowledges, thers is a0 existing brucellosis vaccine thet is sf and effective for use im bison it 
ie ow further understanding that, prese atly, there sre 20 strong candidates fox such 5 vaccine. 


While we do not object to inciuding in the Draft EIS statements of sapport for memene, non-lethal 
research mto the development of a saft, effective bievn brucellosis veocine, ths incorporation mto 
the Draft EIS of o formal strategy of vaccinating bieon with suck a ypothetical veccine is 
premature end potemtinily dangerous The HSUS hes significant doubts shou the appropriateness 
of end ased for voccinating wild bison oath « brucsiions veowna, if and when # emorges. In the 
abeence of a vectime, a vaccination plen, and 2 realistic projection of how such vaccination might 
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itheence the risk of brucellosis transmission to cuttle, we cammot support the concept of 
vaccinating bison for brucellosis. Nor axe we renmsuved by statements is the Draft EIS indicating 
the: frther esvircemental review will be required 

once the concept of vaccmative is adopted in the overed buon management plan, we tebevs, 
further euvwcementel review will be Ikmited to dhscuening tho detuin. 


Move mmmediete than the vaccination issue is the proposal to comtimus to capture and tes bon st 
the YNP boundasies, and to transport und a bison (und somo 
seronegative bison es well), which appears in all alternatives (although ¢ would cease under 
Alserastive 2 aber an undefined period). ha our view, this program is extremely creel and, for the 
proventica of wenumimica of treceliosin to Evesiock, completely poimtions. Although test and 
iaaghter programme have been used to reduce and chorinste B. aborts Sum domestic cattic herds 
and some bisou herds thess actions generally 


The HSUS dues act feel thas the quereatine protocol proposed for saronegative bisoe is s humane 
uibornative to siaply lenving bison ahoac wherever possible. We cousider the prescribed 
quarantine procedure, ove yeu mimiman w be extresly leagiby Moreover, quasantine may 


has resulted in gorings und other exiernd wed moras! mpuries to many and severe stress t6 ali of 
ths animals involved. We also question vhetber thoy will receive humane care during ai oll the 
various destinations to which they may be ireneported. 


Finally, it resins cur view thot the ectuel risk of brucebosis tunemission from bison t cantc is 
eucecdingly wun, and thet the bruceilost: controversy is langely the product of regulatory 
haxibiity sad policy inertia wehie the U.S. Deparument of Agriculture (USDA) and ths 
Moatana Deparument of Livemock (DOL) Reasonable programs 00 separate cattie from id 
(een and « cesthe vaccenation program would made te minute riek of bruceling’s treaemienoe 10 
cattle even murc remote Moreover. 6 ressonable livestock surveillance program would assure 


ste 
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that, im the euceadiagly usdikely event that bruceibouws wes tranmuntted to 2 Gosmestic: cow by & 
wild bison, the mfection would be easily cuntamed. The spoceers of statewide, antioeal, and even 
global repercussions to such on incident raced by ths USDA and the DOL are self-Gilfilling 
grophecies imtended principally to justify USDA incursions into YN and into the realm of 
astional perk management. To impose thene lumens snd ecological costs on Yellowsions and ts 
wildlife sienply to indulge USDA/APHIS's and DOL's bureaucratic crusads is unconscionable. 


We act nowledge thet bison dietibuticn must be restricted 
within the Greater Y ellowstons Ecosysten:, because of brucellosis conceras and more generally 
because bison are large, dangerous satu: whose presence woukd create serious conflicts if they 
went everywhere they would go if we let them However, The HSUS sroagly objects to polices 
apecifically directed a: controlling bison manbers in end adjacet to YNP. Yellowsicas 
encompesses o large aatural ecosystem wash its full compismsent of competitors, predators, and 
scavengers, and ‘ve support maimtonaace ¢¢ tae NPS policy of supporting netural regulation of 
eaters wildiide pupulative waabers with bet sytem Agus wi fool that entabhebing 3 
population target for bison st YNP sets « .erriblo precedes for the NPS. 


The general concerns we raised sbove sbout the capture, test, and slaughter program, quarantine, 
fek management, and management fx eproific biscs population manbers also apply im particule: 
to the Preferred Ahernative. We bave adcitionsl concerns peculiar to the Preferred Alternative. 


Pst, The HSUS opposes the use of sport hunting 0s 8 tool for the contvol of the YNP bison 
population. As we have noted im previow: public stetesneuts and commnazications to the NPS, 
eport hunting of bison is unethical and cruel The same great size and physical formidebility that 
makes them easy to hit renkes them herd to kill, ond we dc uot believe thet eport hunters will have 
the expertise or the compelling interest 10 effec: a humese kil. Moreover, the placidity of the 
animals end the costrolied coadiuurs unde wisch sich “humung” gsaerally occurs would reduce 
the axpertence to little more than pure recreationa killing. 


We also object to the provisions thet give the DOL the discretion to assign risk categories to 
besos and to determine the length of tame 30-60) days that aust separate beson from cattle m 
YNP’s western boundary While we do aot doubt thet DOL vetermarians heve the profesional 
expertiee to oveluate risk, we firmly belbeve that ths DOL is incapable of fhirly balancing tvestock 
and wildlif vebses, end in virtually every case will decide for the livestock industry and against 
the bison, and the result will be that bison are asediecenly killed Any risk criteria should be 
worked out 2 advance with input from all mvolved agencies, and sapecially oa public lands, the 
creria should favor the buon 
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1 dts the other ahernaiives, The Preferred Alernative faite to manage bison 0s 6 wibd tres ‘angung 
population and, among the alterastives p-wented, 1 sete « faerty low culling for boron pupulence 
auinbers. As we noted above, we object to the whole consapt of euatve wiht bx 
specific aumbers ia YNP, and to the use of capture, test, end daughter for either the given reason 


avenger mncheding, epecies 
guch as grtaaly bears end wolves. The iow ceiling sat by the Preferred Akereative wil execertate 
thet efliect, denying these predators of tine occasional bounty of bison and bison carcasses. 


Finally, the Preferred ARernatrve carnes « suirstuntial Although the imerests of The 
HSUS do not he directly with — 
costs for the proposed capaure, 
the mitial costs of construction) We ore combdent that those funds could be beter spent with 
YN? on resource protection, rather than on resource destruction. 


Alternativ: 1, The “Riknima) Mosagemen Alternative” 


All chernatives m the Dreft BIS are madcquass and mappropriste for the management of a wild 
bison population ia « ational park Of oll abernatives presensed, Alseruative 2 is the only one 
that oven posats m ute disection of providing the level of we baleve that bison 
and the park heal deservz We support the principles laid out for Alerautive 2, incheding relying 
on seperetion of biscu and catths to meangs risk of bruceliusis transnizsion, sharply laniting lethal 
cossrel of bieca, securing access for bison to winter ‘ange outside the park, and ettempting to 
Sis ED CRD WL OOo 


However Akorastive 2 shares with all other alernatrves the unacceptable ob'ectives of selting & 
target for bison population sine and chminating brucellosis fom all YNP wildlita. Ths specific 
proposal also falls 10 Ive up t0 ts principles in several important ways. Alsernative 2. 


© continues the capeure, tent asd seughte: of tesce for an indefinite: pertod of tame 
(‘Phase 1"). We believe it suust be discontinued tmmodiasely. 


© proposes % implemen vecciastios of YNP tiem for brucellosis, we summarized our 
ogacens with this proposal shove 


® lacks s firm commitment to cloding to snowmobile treflic roads that hove provided 
bison with easy | nvel routes owt of YNP in winter 
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© lacks a firm commitment to or detailed plans for giving bisun priority over livestock on 
oes ae. U.S Forest Service grazing aliotenents should de adjusted to 


© lacks a firm commitment to or detailed plans for providing woentives to private 
landowasrs to tolerate bison oa thelr property while protecting livestock from exposure to 


( eacieaes 


Bt is the position of The HSUS that, while the Draft EIS Aiterastive 2 points in the right direction, 
we strongly prefer the program outlined m the Puad for Animels’ “Bison Akernative.” The heart 
of the “Bison Alseruative” is « program designed to protect bison, protect their role in the YNP 
ecosystem, and by implication, protect the imtegrity of YNP and its astural processes. 


Although the interests of The HSUS are best represented in the “Bison Alternative,” many if not 
most of the important criticiams of the Draft EIS raised in this letter and in the “Bison 
Alternative” ore voiced in ahernatives proposed by other imerest groups. Rather then focusing on 
the differences in the details of these proposals, the NPS should pay attention to the fact that a 
truly remarkable range of animal protection, exvircamental, cad even sportamen's' groups — 
groups as divase as the Pund, The HSUS, the Greater Yellowstone Coalition, the Ecology 
Center, the Intertribal Bisoa Council and the Moatana Wikdlide Federation -—— afi agree in their 
streaucus objections to the Draft EIS's focus om protecting the livestock industry, and 

wild bison es livestock. This policy focus smzst be fundamentally changed im the Final EIS. 


es Bruce Babbitt, Secretary of interior 
Den Glickman, Secretary of Agricubnare 
Deve Pauli, Director, HSUS Northern Rockies Regional Office 
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a er Museum und Archives, 
On 


September |7, 1998 
Comment No. 15129 
Alles Rutberg 
Hwenane Society of the United States 


My name is Dr. Allen Rutberg. I'm senior scientist for wildlife with the Humane Society of the 
United States, which I'm representing today, along with its 6.7 million members and constituents. 
| personally have conducted research on the northern range herd of the Yellowstone bison and 
have been to Yellowstone for recreational purposes at least a half-dozen umes additionally. So | 
have a farty strung attachment both to the park and to the bison in the park. The HSUS is 
deeply saddened by the proposed course of action. The draft enviromental impact statement 
clearly has been dr:ven by the livestock mductry mandate to eliminate Brucellosis, aod not by 
any mandate that is mtrinsic to the Nationa! Park Service or its mission. We therefore feel that 
the National Park Service has capitulated ts reaponsibilities t preserve and protect the wildlife 
in its charge and therefore failed the public. 


The Humane Society finds that it is not scceptable to manage bison as livestock as the EIS 
proposes. It is not acceptable to slaughter, to test and slanghter hundreds even thousands of wiki 
bison for reasons that are principally politcal. That is not acceptable to premise the management 
plan and the EIS on a vaccine that does not im fact exist, whose safety and efficacy cannot be 
even imagined, but are certainly likely to be harmful to Yellowstone and to its wildlife. It's noi 
acceptable for publicly owned wildlife, that is the Yellowstone bison, to assume the fui) burden 
of mitigating the already miniscule risk of disease transmission to cattle especially on public 
lends. 


The EIS in our view does not provide a full range of realistic alternatives. The Humane Society 
of the U.S. supports the Fund for Animals bison alternative, but we also note that there are a 
number of other plans out there that have been prepared by 2 very wide range of environmental 
animal protection interest groups, which are in substantial agreement with that plan 
demonstrating that the National Park Service has really failed to cover the range of alternatives 
that are out there that would be betier for the bison and better for the park. 


The emphasis of the Yellowstone bison management pisn must be on natural regulations of 
bison, on securing necessary winter habitat for bison outside the park, and on the rational and 
scientific management of nsk of Bruceliogis transmissica. 


Capture facihties must be shut down ummediately, and the futile inhumane test and slaughter 
program ended. Publicly owned bison and not privately owned livestock should have right of 
way on public lands, especially those that are devoted to wildlife. Grazing allotments should be 
adjusted to protect that, rather than wildlife movements restricted. 


On private lands the USDA and the state of Montana should provide generous funding and 
technical assistance to help private landowners accommodate bison on their property by 
minimizing the risk of Brucellosis transmission between bison and cattle. 


Action should be taken ummediately to close groomed snow mobile trails that provide bison 
with easy routes out of the park. And I am sensitive to the irony of the NPS video that describe 
bison movements out of the park as natural, while showing them on an asphalt-paved highway. 


The goal of eliminating Brucellosis from park wildlife at this Gme is unrealistic, it is 
unnecessary, and it is inappropriate for a national park, and it should be dropped m favor of 
rational risk management. Vaccination should not be part of the management plan. And finally, 
sport banting of bison is intrinsically unethucal and inhumane and should be dropped from the 
plan. 

The extent to which the management pian is determined by livestock interests 1s a pamfu! 
intrusion of Yellowstone, and it sets a dismal precedent for management of ali national park 
units. Keop Yellowstone and its bison wild Thank you. 


DAO 


IZ 


Dear bts. Branson 


Piease consider this document the officiel commrnents for the Idaho Cautie Association (97 A) The 
CA represemts almost | 500 ranchers, beef end allied industries who ai have a vend 
mares, tin ereticance of wildlife io the Orenter Yellowstons Ares 


ICA is Geappointed in the EIS, becuuse we believe i to be insufficient. A qumber of the 
ehernatives are based upcn ineccurste assumptions The D&LS contains a number of deficiencies 
B falls to adequately oédress truceliceds is binen (except for ekernatives S end 6) and the 
potential for trensmaisuion wo fvemock each of the sherantives in addition, tails to acidiress 
brucellosis in ak emung other kaportam rangeland weses. 


As itfelong stewards of the land, we take very seriously cur reapousibility to the eaturel 
resources thet have bees ermrwsted to ua As ranchers who depends on healtiry grasses for our 
catia, we work bard w prucerve them fom yes to your through comtrofied grasing management 
and coredul monitoring. tf we did not do these things we would quickly be out of business 


After reading the draft Ecrvwonmente! |mpact Statement (EIS) for bisce management 
Yellowstone, | am troubled thet the National Park Service dose not require siaailes respomst- 
dilitzes for Yollowrtone Park. Aay complete E]S ant address the effect of various bison (and 
eh) population levels on the rangelands and must provede for the sustainability of the rangeland 
ecosystem 


A basic guideline for ary reaches’ program is developing ¢ carrying capacity for the 
bed- Goauthe Catatb@nen icquiin oh dhetiniiatnte 


Tescurce teatf Asy eumber of enue beyoas what granny scoermets ertabligh coeld seriousiy 
thrvstes the husith of vegutamon. 


Unfortuasseby, thare @ ao carrying capacity thes hes been cotabliched by the Nason! Part 
Service as t the mumber of binon the Paricinnds con support ead atili remain « viable sstural 
fesowres. This is an culraga As a rancher, ¥ | ware to operate in this mammer. overgruning the 
neource until severe dagradamon. my operation would be siex Gown, and | would be pablicty 
crvacised fos abusmng tho und. 


Bue thas hes not happened in Yellownons Park. deapee the Mei that an eqeading bisve 
population tec large for the Park to mpport has been noted by the secemtty releneed Nenonal 
Aundemy of Scronces (NAS) repost on “Grucaliosis in the Gremey Yellowsoas Area” This 
Teport wee commecsioned by U.S. Secremry of Imerier Brace Bebbi. As wrimen on page 120 of 
tes NAS report “Although brucelives has catalysed the revert somtroversy, the fundamental 
igen 19 the need ve respond w hageouing bese auenbers that aro overflowing park beundaries.° 
Tho NAS saport @ also arition! of the natural reguistion policies im place in Y ellowstens Pest. 
weech brve dese inefSeon +e a both mautaising the nature resources within the park. sud cleo 
mairewning 3 bieos herd popudation that the part aseif con muta 


As the report reads on pages 120-121: “Natural regulation of bison is [Y cllowmnons National 
Pack} appears to be unlikely Conwnl of bisan mambers presents Gfficuk choices that had to be 
eddremed in the recent pent aad probably will have to be addressed agen. As long as the 
oaaa)-regniation polcy 1 followed, morensing cik emi bison populasens wii swatch the winter 
capacity of Yellowstone. and. ot least in herder winters, aximale will be forced ow of the part” 


Aleernatives 2, 3 end 7 of the Graft EIS suggest acquiring eddinions! winter renge north of 
Gardine: wo possibly ni the east boundary aves in the wen feusre through purchase of grazing 
Fights, eacevusuts, or property. Thus so-called “yolution” ic wnsocegtable to Idaho's ranching 
families. By expanding boundaries on which bison would be allowed 20 wander, the problem of 
expanding bison popuiatiuns would only be perpetuated over Bese. Eves Bruce Babbit’s own 
COMELISMIO study cmiiOns aganst the expansion of hieon management areas. 


As tated on page | 22 of ts brucellosis study, “The likely cunsequunce of shifting the 

of protection from Y eliowstone Park to eurounding public lands is thet bien... populations 
simply acrenee further. ab fting the boundary to 6 new potet - public lands - where eves greats 
gambers of beson wil have to be dealt with.” 


to addrnon. Alernatrves 2. } and 7 do not move toward the eradrcatioa or prevention of 
brecetions, and place castle producers in Montana, Wyotmmg end idsieo si even greater risk for 
disease wansmiasion sad economic saactions from APHIS under regsonalization or other state 
earns] heedth esthorors. 


proven sconce Aihugh te DEIS smggas the Pak eon erry berwaun 1700 and 3,300 
proves the DEIS suggests the Past can carry between 1.700 and 3,500 bisa, 
very lithe analysis is in thas range of maubcra And these murmbers are uct conadered 
the environmests! consequences section of the DEIS. which faals 10 analyze the bisce 
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cadengered space 


Hine, tn. conet of aeteel moiatien in meientty Senn Ob Oe to oid. we resonemend nat 
the born be managed to the hard at the lower lovel of no more than 1,200 
erimnais uatil veoh wane 02 scbuntifionlly éulenaibie research hes Deen coucected Which sapedn A 
(Pathe: «Jing capacity. 


auro 6 families might be muppostive of a covabinesion of Abernetives 5 und 6, otich 


ones wildlife aved to be inctadud in all ahareatives. The cad remit will megs 0 
bmiy ond Yellowsntous bison herd, and provection of idaho’ s reaching families, who 
Grucci; comsivute mors 3| billion 10 the mate's economy each year 


Fila). « 0bebly mon important, the DGIS hes overtocked te exoncanc 
tmap-s «<\ tee Clare to erations wildlife brevellecis. The Of idaho prodecers to market 
Cat Supende on braceiiogs res smtus. If miomanagement of wildlife in the Greater 
Yelwetone Area comtiness to eves thresten that states we could be thond with severe sanctions 
and covtly \astng requremarcs 


These ave basic het tend hove to address when 

pe pe A sy pe : ce 
conaiderasonn, Until these lenses are fly eddrensed. bison population ore extabliehed, 
and an aggressive brucelicals eradication progsam is inpiemansed, wo will continue to see this 
problem grow 


Thank you for the opportunity to subnet comments on this important topic. Please comtact me or 
Seca Branach in the ICA office if you need additional information. 


Yity ta 


Gd \>engs\mnsuneee. doc 
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The idaho Ferm Bureau Federation, representing nearty 50,000 idaho member families 
has reviewed the draft DEIS for the interagency Bison Management Pian for the State 

of Montana and Yellowstone National Park and wish to submit the following comments 

regarding the document. 


in general, what is said about Grucelicsis and iis effects on livestock in Montana can be 
erderged to reflect the exact same scenario on the ivestuck populations in both idaho 
and Wyoming. The National Bruceliceis Eradication Program is nearing a successful 
conclusion of eradicating Brucellosis from the United States. There are only 12 inuwn 
brucefiosis infected caltie herds in the entire county end those will soon be eliminated. 
This will only leave the Greater Yellowstone Avea as the lest foci of infection in 
America. idaho, Montana, and Wyoming heve invested millions end millions of dollars 
eliminating the dieease from thelr reepective states end are simply unwilling to place 
our ivestock populations at riek from infected bieon and ek in a national park. Should 
spread of the dissese ocour, sanctions, movement resvictions, herd testing and 
quarantine reewictions would plece vemandous economic pressure on the twee states 
involved end adversely effect our economy, our well being and our ability to compete 
sucosesiully in a giobel economy. Should this happen beceuse of inaction or outright 
lack of concem by the bieon and elk managers, tren full economic reetii.aion should be 
a vital part of ths plan and the monies esdracted directly from the appropriations of the 
Depertmert of interior's National Park Service. 


The document seem only to relate brucellosis es a livestock disease, when in fact it is a 


zoonotic deease transmissible from animal to man. Humen Bruceliceis resuiting from 
cortect with infected elk and bison is a distinct possibility and even tough the euihors 
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of tis document ‘wish to ignore i, & must be inctuded in the DEIS. 
Twroughout the document Oust 
renee wit increasing numbers of bison and ef make lt practically certain that 


Crippling effects. Once 
the Nations! Park Service should be held ecoountabie es the managers of « 
hard that could have and shoutd heave been conbofied. 


The preferred alternative #7 will not clear the Gesase, but is a fret attergt by the 
Nationa! Park Service (NPS) to actually manage enimais. We firmly support the 
Convapt that both ef and bison must be managed and numbers conpolied. in visits by 
ou membership to the park, appears avaliable toed ls being overtaasd by sheer 
rusnbers of elk and bison and the reeuli is overgrazing, explosion of nosdous weeds 
end increasing pressure for animate to leeve the park and impact areas 
ard states. We do noi support the concept of Speciei Management Areas a 
being any kind of an anewer to the problema, for SMAs simply enlarge the erea of 
concem, delay management decisions and will result in en even higher number of 
antmnals w potentially ranemit disease to idaho, Montane end Wyoming. 


Queesees by biologists 
unedlling to control the bison, but i appears from NPS own work that 600 head would 
be more in te reaim of eusteinabllily end would not edverasly affect genetics of the 
We recommend that @ count of both elk and bison be incided in the figures so 
a tote! carrying capacity of the park can bo realistically asecesed and that both 


strongly recommend implementation of the (Uniied States Animal Health Association 
recommended Atemative) as the beet method to inplement s control program. A Copy 
) — ‘opti ertntaatecementea ie 


NPS keepe mentioning in this document about segments of the American public 
unailling to compromise on idiling the bison as « control measure. The American pubic 
really nows very litle except that which the NPS gives them or they rely on faise 
éormation fed by the animal rights and preservaiionist groups. The idaho Fann 
Bureeu Federation songly recommend that the NPS create and disseminate factual 
whorealion regarding the winter conditions in Yellowstone. This document tends to 
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indicate that harsh winters ony teed to migration of bison were they ere subjected to 
Montane hunters and some of the alternatives recommend closing roads end stopping 
plowing to keep the bison in Ge park. We feel & is imperative that NPS tell i like i is, 
and it inchdes lack of feed, starvation and death. The American public has never been 
subject to @ description of the bieon, wandering aimlessly, out of food, out of energy, 
ences and Peshaps if they were informed, they too would demand 
managemert of the 60 that there was edsquate food to last the winter. The 
Ascarican public reacts to the news that is depetched hurting the noble 
bleon. NPS chould dlepaich « like amount of news describing in detail the death of a 
starving animal. 


it appears odd to tie organization thet a 386 pege EIS regarding bison in Vellowstune 
National Perk doss not even mention the leading scientific document addressing the 
very issue thet the E18 ettempts to cover namely the NATIONAL RESEARCH 
COUNCIL, NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCE REPORT ON BRUCELLOSIS (1998). 
We note with concem that many of the essusaptions in the E1S are totally refuted in the 
NAS report end the DES consistently downplays the significance of Bruceliceis to 
wildilfe. The NAS rehtes tis type of Guinking by the drafters of the DEIS and we 
recommend that the findings of the NAS report be filly Incorporstied into the DEIS. 


The DEIS appears totally lacking in scientific methodology of Brucelicels diagnosis, 
cagare, transmission and the USDA Uniform Methods end Rules of Brucelicsis 
Eradication. This document eppeers wettten wilt: ‘wishis thinddng’ es ts undertying 
Sele Sean 
disease contained in the report ave simply incorrect or fabrications by the authors. As 
exasnples on pp iv in the DEIS sutnary under diagnosis, “the only sure way to now if 
an andmal had the disease is to sleughter If” \s totally incorrect. Apparently the euthors 
did not understand the culture of milk, or biepsies or culture of diechanges can confirm 
the presence of Brucsila abortus so the falee statement would lead the reader into 
believing that an animal must be idiled to diagnose Brucellosis. 


Again on p. 17 of the DEIS summary, “Kling suspect animals ganerally is necessary to 
obtain adequate samples for tesues’ is the same kind of nonsense as the 
above statement. itis not true and simply designed to create a mindest in readers that 
bison must be idiled to diagnose Brucellosis. This needs to be corrected. 


it ls unfathomable to thie organization that on page 20 of the DEIS thet # is indicated 
“that bruceliceis may be endemic in the bieon herd but few animale ere capable of 
transmitting the dieease.’ How does the NPS explain thet 37.5 % of the bison thet 
were seropositive end were shot or euthanized between Merch 1996 end January 1907 


were culally positive. This indicates 37.5% are the organiem and thet 
percentage is not only significars it is frightening. The must be corrected to 
reflect this science. in addition k ebout 50% of the bison in the herd are 


seropositive and this would indicate not only Is brucellosis transmissible, it is occurring 
rapidly and massively in fis herd. Again, the DEIS must reflect the science of the 
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eeue, not worusmihing by thoes who do not went anytung done abou the disease. 


We note there is an attempt to pul into the mind of tw reader tut eomehow the 
anemission of brucelle in bison and the tranemission in cafite ie somehow Giierent. & 
lervt, Utes well known end well documented. Again the DEIS is ineiilling false 
eseumptions in the mind of the readers to support a do naling approach to bison 
brucellosis. This of erroneous information must be removed from the DEIS and 
proper and supportable infovmation used in it's place. 


in closing we again would recommend inet tie OEIS be scrapped and a new one 
iesuesd that ectusily reflects scientific findings regarding bieon bruceliceis. Wf an 
ahemative must be selected from tis DEIS we strongly recoramand Aitemative 6 with 
modification be adopted. 


Thank you for te opportunity to comment on this most important document. 


For attachment sec United Sesws Ananal 
Hoatth Amocamwon, YLL- 9364 
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= 
October 30, 1998 


Sarah Bransom 


pegeey Cieun Mtansgumest Fen 
PO Box 25287 


Denver, CO 80225-0287 
Dear Ms. Bransom: 


I behalf of The Idaho 
an eens may be ear they weed ay 
Interagency Bison Management Plan. 


developing an audio documentary on bison for public radio 
venues. 


ae SS ee Ee Coa opposed to any state or 
or serve 
bison as they leave the 


Montana 
erenmnans of Revestecs equate Gat bao tem in wie Ge lence 
Plan. We , ' ttle. adjusti ine allotment . 

additional rangeland — anything but the wanton slaughter that occurred 


PAF 


Sze 
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two winters ago. It was reminiscent of the of buffalo in the last 
century and is a serious insult to the mission of Yellowstone National Park, 
not to mention a devastating loss to the precious natural heritage of this 
country. 


We believe that the draft EIS has done little to assure that this vitally 

important genetic stock of wild bison be and enhanced. The 
alternatives offered in your document fat > pr gt psy 
captivity. Captive animals are not the same as wild animals, and yet the 
interagency team does not make this distinction. For example, why is there 
no alternative offered that addresses the Yellowstone bison wild, 
Se ee man? Even the “no action” alternative, as we 
the Inti Plan in fece which, if future winters ar 

ope hg Ch ae poe Renee go Sen op 

ina or state. we question 
Pessther the deaih UBB io io ascandaten with the National Bavloceseental 
Policy Act because of no true, "no action” alternative. This oversight should 


be investigated and remedied. 


Furthermore, the draft EIS seems written to favor the livestock industry 
over wild bison. It's obvious to us that political from the state of 
Montana and APHIS is forcing the National Park Service to back down 
tonseet teenemiaien Som Sane (eat So Veivntiane 
euntna pote, © “a risk comparable to winning the lottery while 

struck by lightning,” the EIS intonates a substantial risk. Our 

ee hy pein ones 9 ayn toe 

year in Bozeman and the science just 

Beers ck aiean teams tam that are 
contained in the EIS to ene uate eee Seen Oe 
Yellowstone from is. In managing bison, the knowledge 
of wildlife scientists and should be preferred to the scare 
tactics of livestock bureaucrats and veterinarians. Also, that elk is 
another ungulate that carries the disease, we wonder their fate will 
be if bison are intensely managed for brucellosis? What will happen to 
wolves as they begin to move out of the park; would bison management set 


a dangerous precedent of weakened protection for other animals that 
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leave the park? There are too that the EIS does not 
park many questions 


Dalit an addendum in he Dealt Hat moe adequacy Sad 


accurately addresses the isaue from a wildlife amd conservation biology 


femeectinn lnstan of fon paiiienl mesenmaiag, Jn ofl beaarty, we 
these bison should be listed as an endangered species, because that 


in truth is what they really are — a remnant herd of the millions of buffalo 
that once roamed America. 


two additional alternatives which follow. We also want to see more 
documentation on how the threat of brucellosis transmission from elk and 


and epproved. We far that Montana end APPIS wil fot be eset with 


managing bison when other animals in Yellowstone also carry the disease. 


8) pn a cy. ante og meeps tp tem ee 
them free access to public and private lands outside 
te park for rang purpose the tr “no action" alternative). This can 
by adjusting cattle grazing allotments, conservation 
easements or private land ild bi 
providing creative incentives for ranchers to change their practices as well 
as compensation if bison destroy private property. 


9) A relocation program for bison to Indian reservations through the 
Intertnbal Bison Cooperative administration and member tribes, as well 
as other public lands and national parks if accepted wildlife science 
warrants the Yellowstone herd has seriously outgrown its surroundings 
with regards to adequate lands. levels should not be 
determined by livectock clticiale bet by ife experts and who 
understand r. for wildlife, not 

We believe the eam has worked hard to hammer out a 


pe ge see nse Gere ke on 
the best interests of the buffalo are represented in the EI. 


IRS 
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And since the buffalo can't for themselves, we appreciate the 
pie yn Seay Se oe ™ 


Thank you for your serious consideration of the above comments. We look 
forward to your response. 


Oxcsober 6, 1998 


Buon Managennent Plas EJS 
Nasioaal Park Service 
P.O. Box 25287 
Deaver, CO 90225-0287 


To Whom h May Concer: 


On behalf of une kimbo State Saowssobile Asncution which represents 36 ches, bumscnes and 
wadridesls from throughout the aane who heve om mteven mw wimter recrenma © Yellownom 
Natosal Park, | wish to saben the following comments. 

We oppose the adopuon of Alernstives 2, 3, 5, and ¢ berause of their naguive wapactt on water 
recreation. Alternative 7, which estsbliches a carrying capecity for buon and dos ac: olect winter 
recreasoa with read docures or road plowmg, « our prefernd Ahernative 


Cote cals sine ih fant ad Gaia en oN thaa ¢ cold wimer with loa of 
snow. To bod « dowa—i you do act want bace 


Organization and Educational Institutions 


figs, Uh 
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wy ay eae Your toe, ea 
August | 1, 1998 


| om Alan Bindweli | am repwescmtng the iieko Wildlife Federation of ED | 
am a board member of the Pederstson. 

Vhougd we don't have amy beffalo i ideka, our concern is that should ths plan of the sevens 
alternatives as preacused be inaplaumented, the next step would have tho potennal to affect the 
bruceijoais prograa that s being developed for idaho as a comsequeacc of the discovery of 
brucellosis i the olk in Bastere idaho. 


We believe that clk amd buffalo should be managed 2s wiidhife end no managed 2s domesuc 
livestock There should be 2 distinction berwean the two and there should be a distmmction 
botwuen the managemem pracoces of bet types of wnemais. 

The cusreat seven alternatives do not adequately address ail stcrests and we request that the 
Purk Service adopt the Citizens’ Pian a Alternative 8, and conduc! an snalysis of this Citizens’ 
Plas. for moorporatiow into the final EIS. 


| thank yor very mech. 


4AK 


es re te Sere a an 
September 23, 1998 


Comment No. 151930 
Nancy Kivette 
tn Defense of Animals 


In Defense of Ansma!s atvocascs the nights, welfare, aed habztat of all snimels — and we are 


Plan B. Though Pian B requires more couperation and patience them corralling and killing, it also 
provides, over a period of several years, an effective, workable pian 


| beeitate to use the word sotumon, as | hever’ ye. sons evidence that brucelices has ever been 
teanmnstted from Y cilowstone buffalo to cattle. What | do see here is a special mtcrest of few 
caithe ranchers and money. Cateraag to these special mtcrents is detrimental t and in viclation of 
tee nights, welfare, and hebitet of ibe buffalo. Those nghts of the bu ‘Talo w Ycllowstone National 
Park ave to be advocated and protected by Law just as the rights of uther wildlife are advocated 
and protected m other asfhonal parks 

Finally, 1 would lire to echo the local people's understanding of the buffalo and. ir fact, ail 
aremais ag our relatives. If we remember that chumpanzee primates differ from the human 


primate by less than 3} percert of the DNA composition, then we have to accept the mtagral 
relaticastap between all snumais and all humans Thenk you 


67E 


Indiana Wildlife Federation 


APFILIATE OF MATIONAL WILDLIFE FEOERATION 


SELL. 557 


September 1998 


Greetings! 


As a concerned citizen of these United States of Aserica, 
am writing in response to the cruel treatment of Yellowstone's 
Rational Park bison; of which scientific fact has not proven 
them to have transmitted brucellosis to cattle therefore it 
ought not be the excuse to kill any wildlife. 


Purthermore, the InterTribal Bison Cooperative and the 
National Wildlife Pederation has proposed an alternative which 
allows all wildlife including bison the freedom to roam public 
lands and the land adjacent to the park. I support the "Citizen's 
Plan” and it 1 be managed by wildlife professionals 
instead of livestock officials through this so-called “preferred 
alternative". You could help prevent senseless slaughter by 
your support of the "Citizen's Plan". 


I urge you to re-draft the Environmentel Impact Stateszent, 
and incorporate the “Citizen's Plan" as a viable alternative. 
Bison are wildlife, not livestock and some day I'd love to see 
them roaming freely in a wild and natural coppian. Suatastine 
and restoring wildlife ig our main concern, if tional land 
is needed the state and federal agencies should acquire allocated 
winter range next to the Park. 


Yours in conservation, 


Bra) Mone 


Brian D. Moore 
2nd vice-president- 
Iw? 


Caskiticn of dAgen. 
YELL - I531¥ 
bizem gd, Plan €/S Taam 


POBox. 95287 
Denver CO Wax -0287 


J writ you with 
batrd brson 


She 
pnccatineed’ witt Ae addittiel 
a uarentue eeilitydd 4” UN Neeesd atsy Waal 
>| Prac abet tha Plane Dri bes ancmat 


he breon, Ahug nud to gore mons om ; 


Natrol fart durwre, Denies Ch 


ote 


a YELL -L283 
iamake/Kevivemncaty 
pee cae Phternalional of Animals, Gro 
p re 
MRS. VIRGINA GILLAS -- 
PAGHOENT 
August 20, 1998 OR. JAMES Oh GLOVER September 29, 2998 
2ndvice-rnesioe nt 
irs.Marian Weston 
Ms. Sarah Bransoa +A cate Exec. 
Interagency Bison Managerent Plan, DSC-RP ety. 
P.O. Box 25287 , Bison Management Plan BIS Team 
Denver, CO 60225-0287 NPS Denver Service Ceater 
P.O. Box 25287 
Deer Ms. Bransoca, Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 Re: Bison of 
Yellowstone Nat'l Park 
Zaherit the Earth is a humane Dear Sir: 
It promotes : treatment for “ are Please adopt “The Bison Alternative," a sore husane aid 
responding to Oraft Bnvironmental Impact Statement for intelligent solution to this issue. 
He, a, ° Cen to vas mal The DEIS focuses on the sanagesent of bison and pays too 
little attention to the management of cattle grazing on 
Our organisation strongly prefers « plan which enhances public and private lauds outside the Park. 
the wild, charecter of the ‘e bison 
pesuletion. We bel that edditional ranges should Bison are wildlife and should be managed as such (no 
to support bison migration and that cattle vaccinations, no quarantines).....Cattle, not buffalo 
ty public lands should be curtailed, wherever should be vaccinated against Brucillosis. 
necensasy, &© cutee to sintates the Gilling of Gleen. Snowmobile use in the Pest aust be prohibited to prevent 
It is our onion thet the overwhelaing majority of Dison from using these trails to leave the Park re they 
americans also what Yellowstone’s bison herds to remain wild will be Killed. 
= Sree RAT. ee ao are not Hunting animals who have virtually no fear of people is 
thrilled with any of the seven alternatives but feel that if cruel, unethical cad totally unacceptable. 
one is chosen, Alternative 2 should be it. 


To many people. including myself, these are magnificent 
Thank you. animals, a symbol of the Old West and of our North 
American native Indians. 


As for the Montana hunters, and the Yellowstone Park Rangers 
who every year slaughter hundreds of bison let me say this: 
"There is nothing “sporting” about killing animals in cold 


Theodor, Nass re Ge orebess~ bs on blood as they search for food. Our national parks should 


be wildiife REFUGES instead of killing fields. The word 


Keewrced Veg redull (putt 6 7D) ater Oe ee: 


-« “Ns for the tae Lod 


Virginia) Gilles 


IDA - Missouri Branch 
vg/encl. 
cc: to interested parties 
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Denver, CO 80225-0287 
Dear EXS Team: 


| want wild, free-soaming buffalo i: Yellowstone. | oppose the “Preferred Alternative” 
vovommended by tic stats ef Menten and tht fodusel government. The govermnents’ plan 
continuss the ennecessary killing of bullhio moving to public lands outside the park is winter. 
We can do better, 


Yellowstone's buffato, the largest wild, fheo-voaming buffalo herd ia the Unried Ststes, are t00 
important to sacrifice. They are « sowce of pride for all of us. 


| endorse the Cittzmar’ Pian 0» Save Yellowstone Buffalo, v.iich will: 

° Mamain wild freo-roeming buffalo ia Y ellowstens Nateval Pesk. 

* Cocate a large special management ares outsides the park where buffalo can use public lands to 
survive harsh wiaters, and where buffalo will be managed by wildlife predtenunals. 

* Develop scientific buffalo population goals fer this special manegemsat ares outside the pork. 
° Use waditional wildlife management veols of rclecation (to indsen reservations or public lands) 
and regulated harvest when scienos demowstrates that svailabls land caanct suppor more 
waflaic. 

° Recommend vaccumatiun of cattle within sad adjacent to the special management arc. 

© Emphasize acquisition of key wineer seage lands os easements throagh public purchsec from 
willing sellers. Provide incentives to medify livestock operations to provides winter fosaging 
opportunities for buffnk cusssde ths perk. 


These strategies will maintain wild, free-roaming budfalo and protect the interests of the 
livestock sadustry ui balanced, commen-sesse mansus. Plesec adopt this plan. 


Bavweamestal impact Setement for the inesaguacy Management Plen fur hioetame and 


‘Yeliovestons. 1 reads moore like « livestock/tsivete land policy han « comprohensive approach 
to wildlife management on federal lends! 


The cause for alarm is the chance, however remote, of some bison brecelicsis to 
some cattle. Your proposed cure is worse tan ths problem! There hes acver a documented 
case of free ranging bison infecting livestock ‘You aad the state of Montane end its livestock 
beasd are pouring unnecessary dollars—many of them MY tax doliers- nto a shoot to kill 
campaign that is sot even needed. | don't went bison killed just because they are competing fox 
grazing rights with oversubsdized renckers, whack is the real bottom line i this dispute. 


Bison ave wildisfe, not hivestook. er oe oes eters clint niet. 


| wrge you to modify grazing permits oa Greater Yellowstone Area forest allovments. | aleo urge 
you to allow hive transfer of ‘wandering’ besea to tribal lands or other public lands. The geactic 
drversity will be enhanced and « beautiful wild creature we almost exterminated & ceuitury ago 
will aot be done away with as THIS century closes 


In the rmesentime, if the state of Montana wants t© work out « sobstion, IT asest maice 
comausnents of its own. h should allow « missrawa mumeber of low nsk buffalo on thos: 
PUBLIC lands. Management authority for those wild enirnals should be transferred back w the 
Montane Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. | also urge all parties to work actively to 
acqpaise land to be utilized for key buffalo migration routes aad winter ranges outside 
Yellowstone. | emphasize again, this land belongs to rec and all Americans. It is not the private 
property of the Star of Montana Vctermanan' 
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the Waker J. Breckenridge Chapter of the Izaak Wak League located in 
CE remo teen nt we ila Hn 
and a good deal of what | have to say bas been said, so | will skip through it and 
get to the resolunon pert. 


Some bison and elk carry brucelloais, a disease potentially contagious to cattle, which will also 
be on lands next to Yellowstone National Park. Brucellosis may cause a cow to miscarry 
its fest calf. There has asver been a documented case of bison wansmitting brucellosis to cattle 
ca the open range, remember that. The source of mmch of this information comes from the Draft 
Baovironmenta! Impact Statement for tec Interagency Bisoa Management Plan for the State of 
Moniana and Y eliowstone National Park. The resolution itssif has two poimis, with several points 
with. Thevsefore, be it resolved that the Breckenridge Chapter of the isaac Walt League of 
America supports the following: Number ' son management. A) bison in the Yellowstone 
National Park area should be managed as wildlife, act as domesticated anwnais. B) beson have 
priority over cattle on eational forest, public lands around Yellowstone National Park. Where 
conflicts exist, cattle introduction on public leads is delayed or discontinued until bison have ieft 
the arca. C) cascments purchased and lands be acquired to provide additional suitable 
wintertime forage and migration routes. | think the Laad and Water Conservation Fund has 
never been fully funded and could be used for this. D) ao corrals or structures be built within 
Yellowstone National Park to slaughter or quarantine bison. E) it 1s useless to single out bison 
for quarantine oc slaughter over elk, aince elk also carry brucellosis and are a possibie source of 
ansmissica to cattle. (F) allow hazing of bison off private property when necessary. G) allow 
some public epost imnting to control bison outside of Y ellowstone Naticaal Park. 


Now, the Minnesota state division will be represented by the Isaac Walt league, will be 
represented later this eveming, and there is a difference im this resobution and that. Our resolution 
here, from the Breckenridge Chapter, was amended to allow for if thore is going to be a hunting 
seeson, that the Indians have first choice on that. H) we encourage private land owners to allow 
bison on private lands. Compensate land owners for property damage caused by bison. [) reduce 
wintertime road grooming within Yellowstone National Park, lumiting bison's easy migration 
routes out of the park. This may increase winter kill of bison, but also provide a source of 
natural occurring carrion for wolves, bears, coyotes and cagies witiun the park. 


Nuwanber 2 is cattle management. A) cattie in the Yellowstone National Park area shouid be 
vaccinated to protect them against bracellosis. B) grazing allotmcats on public lands should be 
wansferred or discontinued where they c~nflict with bison. C) cows aid calves may be replaced 
with steers or spade heifers on lands where bison may cocur. 


DPA 


Now, we are considered to be a conservation eaviroamental group a little bit on the conservative 
side. But, | think this resolution that we just passed here a couple of weeks ago, and the state 
division ratified it with some change, we are going to pass on to our netional organization sad 
see if they will get behind it, also. Thank you very much. 


x Be 


ete 


6 1998. 
Comment No. 15304 
Jona Rat 
lant Weltcs Leaga ¢,-Adiesnet-Diraen— 


Thank you. | am here on behalf of the Izaak Walton League, the Minnesota Division. | would 
like to make s couple of points. 


First is that we don't try to chumnate rabies mm raccoons, nor should we try to elimmate 
brucellosis im bison and efk. Asother potat that | wouid like to make, there are over a billion 
cattie on tus earth We recently passed a resobstion im the Isaac Walton League, Minnesots 
Division, and | would like to read that to you today. 


“In the 1800's, bison numbered im the \eus of millions across America. By 1900, the great bison 
herds had been reduced to a few hundred anumels, ai] of which about two degen survived in the 
Yediowstone National Park. Since then, the greater Y ellowsione area had grown to, 
approximately, 3500 amimals through 1996. Periodically, bisca and elk naturally migrate out of 
and into Yellowstone National Park. The harsh winter conditions of 1996/1997 fosced many 
bison to migrate outmde of the park m search of forage at lower clevations. The land adjacent to 
Yellowstone National Park consists of national forest ‘and, state and bocal goverument land and 
private land. Some bison and elk carry brucellosis, 3 disease potentially contagious to cattle 
which may also be grazing on lands next to Yellowstone National Pack. It may cause a cow to 
miscarry its first calf. There® ver been a documenned case of bison transmitting brucellosis 
to cattle. In order to prevem. « ~ asible transmission of brecellosis to cattle 1,084 bison were 
shot or otherwise slaughtered. 1 as occurred from November 1996 to April 1997 as bison 


In addition, the harsh winter conditions of 1996/1997 also contribuisd to a severe deciine in the 
bison population, resulting im, approxznsely, 500 winter killed bison Consequently, the 
population of bison im the Yellowstone arca was estimated at 2,000 animals in the Spring of 
1997. in contrast, there are millions of head of cattle throughout North America While 
vaccines exist that could be used t inoculate cattle or bison, there is no one vaccin« that is 
known to be 100 percent effective for either catile or bison. However, vaccinations are more 
effective in cattle than im bison.” The source of much of this information was taken directly from 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, from the bison management plan. Now we get into 
the resolution section. 


“Therefore, be i resolved that the Minnesota Division of the Isasc Walton League supports the 
following: For bison management, bison wn the Yellowstone National Park area should be 
managed as wildlife, aot ss a domestic snimals. Bison have priority over cattle a uational forest 
public lands around Yellowstone National Park Where conflicts exist, cattle introductoa on 
public lands is delayed or discoutimued until bison have left the area. These lands should be 
purchased and landscape acquired to provide additional suitable winter forage and migration 
routes. There should be no corrals or structures built within Yellow stone National Park to 


439 


Sisaghter bison. it is ascless to sangis out bison Sor quarantine or slaughter over elk, since clk 
also cary brucediosis and urc 5 possible source of tranumussiun to catthe. We should allow 
gruzmg of bison off private property when ascessary and allow some publx gport hunting to 
control bison outside of Y ellowstons Nationa! Park. 


Netrve Amencan groups should be given first pnority for hunting bison outuide of Y cilowwon: 
Nanonal Pari. We should ancourege private land owners to allow bison oa private lands and 
compensate lund owners for property damage caused by bison. We should reduce wiwertime 
road groounng within Yellowstone National Park, limiting bison migrafon routes out of the 
park. This cuwsy mcrease some wimer kil) of bison, but also will provide a source of natural 
camon for wolves, bears, capotes, cagies and ravens withan the pert. 


For cattle managemeni, cuftle im the Yellowstone National Park ares shoald be vaccinated to 
protect thera against brucellosis. Grazing allouents on public lands should bc transferred or 
discontinued where they comflict with bison. Cows snd calves may be replaced with swers and 
heifers on lands where conflicts with bison may oocur. Thank you 
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Orel samony prowded ai the Virgumsan Convention Canser, 750 Wea Broadway, Jackson. WY 
on August 10, 1998 


My nase is Franz Camenzand | em exvcutive director of tae Jackson Hole Conservation 
Allkance. Aad we wii] be subauttng wreten .onmnaus beyond the comments thai | make bare 
orally today. | appreciate the oppurtunity to epoak on thas issue. [ll be very brief m our 
coauments bere. 


We have looked at the aftemmatives a5 outhmed m the draft EIS. And, quite frumkly, we're very 
deesppowted thei Dove of tess ebernatives really manages boson un anythung fiat books like a 
szeattc manner. in fect, | would any, frum tie video, where 1 meantoned esrter that tins 15 
supposed to be baned on the best scsence, tas is not based on science at all It's besed on the 
worst politica. | unt thmk theve’s a whole boi more that has tw be suid about that. | thunk the 
whole process ws flawed. it doos not give a good range of alternatives and it's not based on 
SCxence aud K certemnly 6 comfrary to nefonal perk policy. [i 1s a restoration uf the mienm pian 
thet, im the pest four winters, les led to the death of 1,900 buffaio, appruximatety. 


The alternatrves in ‘his plan do not treat buffalo as wildlife. This plas does axt have wildhfe 
brologists managing buffalo, and 1 does not allow buffalo the reasonable amount of winter 
aabtiat to public tamcs surrounding the park. it does not require Montems ranchers im the greater 
Yellowstone area to make any significent adjustments in then actrvines and it dost not even 
require them to vaccinate thew cate. This w not an even-balanced program or range of 
alternatives. It's very ahoddy And it's a disemvice to the entire ecsentific community to think 
that tus is even wildlife It does not even remotely address nsk management Aad 
at the end of it all, it leaves too much of the sepects of management in the hands of the 

of Livestock m the state of Moutaaa | don't know how mary times in this 
document there are the words “leave it to the discretion of the Department of Livestock in and of 
itself." 


These unanswered questions and this unanswered protocol is not part of an equal process. It's too 
broad and too open-ended. Because of this, the Jackson Hole Coaservation Alliance, i 
with a ouraber of other organizatons and individuals end businesses (1 think it's over 16 now) 
have drafted our own Citizen’: Pian to save Yellowstone bison. We will have those available at 
the beck of the room. Our alternatives are listed in this Citizen's Plan. We wouid hope that this 
would be looked ai and incorporated mto the fina] decision. 


There are several problems, again, thet we ere looking at in specific. We want bison. We want 
these buffalo to be managed as wildlife. We want them to have equal access to s reasonable 
anount of public land outside of the park. We don't want arbitrary numbers, ceilings on this 
populanon. it's totally contrary to netural management, which is whet park 1s supposed to be. 
If we have any concept of a national perk, vi is natural management. And what is at nsk here is 
not only the natural management and regulation of bison numbers but the very driving force of 


ZZ 


evolupon, whack is acturel sebocton. There are very few places lef on the face of thes earth 
where teat four stifl can cet, mad thes is one of then. 


We ave act opposed ip removing bison at carta Games from owtmde the perk on public lends. 
Aad this would be devermned through s cooperstive management agency teed: up of wildlife 
decloguets and concemed cituzrma And it would be dened on the sambers of ummais commg out 
of the park in given years end not on some ssbitary ceiling. in fact, i's vary anach like we 
manage ok at this tome. We're really not talking sbout recht sctae here We're tniiking abou 
beac wildlife memagenen end wcating buon tke wildlife. 


We would aot bv oppused to seeing vaccanumon of bisun when aed if thare is onde und effective 
vaccines and when K can b: dolivered m am enobtresive tusmmer where it 4,05 the least susvenst of 
mtarference to the bison populetion. Ai ths momeny, there is 80 vaccenc for bieun There is a> 
vacome for elk and to saggest eat there is living in a dream at this tune. 


| would just urge you to bouk at the citizen's nlsarmative. And [ll cut my comments off a: thas 
pout, and we'll have written comumnaets to follow tims up. 


Thank you 


See 


Oral sstimony provided at the Virginian Convencion Contr, naa 


on August 10, 1998 


Comment #15140 
Karla D. Pendexter 
Jacksen Hole Conservation Aliance 


Thank you for the opportunity to speak. I'n: Karla Pendexter. I live i And I am 
chairman of the Board of the Conservation Alliance, the Jackson Hole Alliance, 
but I'm also here speaking for myself as a citizen and someone who lives close to this great 
ecosystem that we have talked about. 


First of all, [ am here to support the citizen's plan for bison management. Tha! has been carefully 
worked out. And I think that it's -- it's a very good plan. And it has a lot of my own reasons for 


not supporting the other plan, the interagency plan. 


As a citizen, my -- really, from my heart, I must say that I resent this kind of money being spent 
on a plan that has no biological justification for it. Until it's proven to me personally that — that 
brucellosis is spread from the wild bisan or the wild elk to the cattle, I cannot feel like I can 
support these management plans that ki!l the wild animals. 


| was wondering, too, if the interagency has looked at the fact thet we have a herd of bison living 
in the Jackson area, a rather significant herd. I've heard the numbers are up to about 400 now, 
maybe more since the last calving. And we have ranchers in the area wi are vaccinating their 
animals. And as far as | know, we don't have one case of brucellosis spread from that herd to the 
cattle in the area. So that might be a good little piece to look at. Thank you. 


DIAS” 


JACKSON HOLS CONSERVATION ALLIANCE 


YELL - 153.29 
November 2, 1998 
Sarah Bransqgm DSC-RP 
Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Service 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO. 80225-0287 
Thank you for the opportunity roy ay ee Srevennental Gupest Sessnen fer the 
Inte Bison Management Plan for the Stase of ‘ellowstone National Pa 
(DEIS). — a nation wide menibership of nearty |,600, the Jackson Hole Conservation Aiiance 
is the large based in Jackson, Wyoming coacerned with the protection of this area: 


eaptaree vl fe. scenic, and other natural resources. 


Our organization has been integrally cana of cnt Bon Magen 
seuly Seamy eae. First with the decade-long formation of the Jackson Hole Bison 


presented pubh forums on aspects of 
oe oven @ Gp meaneiiy eltatees Wallan Aenioety of Souness titled: Brucellosis in 
the Greater Yellowstone Area 


Throughout these years, particularty ph mp bape mad oy med ation, the Allance 

has forged agreements with eae ngs aaten cate te wildlife, brucellosis, 

and domestic cattle. These »»:ements can be by Gs fahonton stpmaet "(Whe urge 

es nantes wahems + and Intenor) to concentrate your management efforts on non-lethal 
' teen dha ee ey 


Girne te Wyoming Wake Yellowstone Coalition and Jackson oe 
Conservation Alliance. 

It 1s with this hi of the bison - brucellosis issue that we lly submit the following 
qqane® = Loy Ge Sine Seah Sleeper for the State of Montana and 


After thorough review of the DEIS, we have concluded that we cannot support the Preferred 
Altemative, and in fact, cannot supp» any of the Alternatives. pa oe the Jackson Hole 
Conservation Alliance, with numerous othes local, regsonal and s have 
developed an alternative to the DEIS: The Citizen's Plan to Save Yellowstone's Buffalo (The 
Citizen's Plan). The Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance supports The Citizen's Plan. 


For the sake of brevity, several areas of concem were either omitted from the Citizen's Plan, not 
discussed in full within the Citizen's Plan, or have come to light since the drafting of the Citizen's 
Plan. We would like to address these additional issues at this time. 


The underlying iples of the Citizen's Plan and comments of the Alliance can be summarized as 
a. US oattalo should be weaned like other native big game wildlife species, 2) buffalo should 


be managed by wildlife management professionals utilizing accepted, current wildlife management 
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YELL-15329 contd. 


techniques; 3) buffalo should have free access to all public lands immediatel y 
surrounding Ycllowstone National Park, and 4 should not be handled, herded or in any 
other way have their behavior disturbed or within the boundaries of Yellowstone National 


Park. The overriding value at stake in this DEIS is the very corruption of Park values, in 
poten, conten Ss ences within the very core of the Greater Yellowstone 
ystem. 


a hu Tore: este © & ceatinis 0 wil, bo-raaing 
povinion of on. (ph also siates: [Biison are an essential of Yellowstone 

ional Park because they contribute to the biological, cal, cultural, and aesthetic purposes 
of the Park. However, Yellowstone National Park in not a self-contained ecosystem for bison, 
and periodic migrations into Montana are natural events[.]" (p. iii). 


Yet, "[T]he preferred alternative includes the use of test, and , the creation of 
(panies mandqunan: eaee Cate)» Se tage Creek area and west of ihe park, hazing 
and shooting outside the SMAs and on private lands within the SMAs, quarantine of some 
seronegative bison, hunting for recreational and to help control bison distribution, 
vaccination of bison, the potential acquisition of additional winter range...” (p. 101). 


We do not think that the Preferred Alternative is at ail with the e Purpose. In 
. In addition, 


7 inst the 
, and the acknowledgment thai Ycilowstone National Park is not itself a complete ecosystem 


None of the Alummanives Waly goovides fer 0 sated Mational Paste Seevise pally of having ative 
populations of wildlife be managed by natural in a relatively = laa 
me Se ee ont. 
peal nth enone ail of the Alternatives call for extensive human 
The Preferred Alternative calls for the buffalo 


and 2,500 animals—numbers with no scientific validation. establishment of a range of 
j sizes and to have those achieved with human-driven management objectives and 
is contrary to allowing environmental processes to control buffalo (wildlife) numbers. 


Heer ae eean: . sams tus toe purpose of an EIS i w provide detailed 


information about the environmental impacts of the proposed actions and alternatives to the | 


ey cxaragts, Os uso of Canting oo 0 ppanaguanast (ast le pradionted the statement that it 
is "...assumed hunting would be available a management tool in the year . However, both 
authorization and State environmental iance and public review would be 


appropriate 
completed before implementation of a bison hunt in.” because this 
pte ty tpt tay My by ty 
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meet the need for having management decisions thoroughly analyzed, the public never gets the 
to make ive comments. This ‘assumption’ is more inappropriate 

when we realize that the State of Montana, as an equal parmer in this NEPA Signed the 

DEIS and yet is not providing a strategy or guarantee that the assumptions will materialize. 


The Preferred Akernative “...also assumes the use of @ safe and effective vaccine on bison 
throu the park ...", and that it will oe apy SES. Caneel camenetip Ge eunets 
from the Greater Yellowstone Committee ve 
vessins far Waite & oi cqneen pan Cop Guan! jon. if and when such a 
federal lands will have be authorized roegh the NEPA Consequently, there should be 
to process. ‘ 

Casungh analyess of de Snpasts of (alumnae) eeanagemians easens walee wis to ened i Go 
absence of a vaccine for at 


A similar inability to analysis the of an of the Preferred Alternative 
exists with regard to how buffalo es ter ten Geek eos 
enter Montana. Under the terms of the DEIS, the state of Montana will make that decision 
after this Record of Decision is signed. Therefore, without knowing what the planned 
actions (of Montana) are, we have no idea what the impacts of the specific alternatives will 
be. In addition, the DEIS does not even list the criteria for such decisions, management 
scenarios or outcomes and impacts. It is aot acceptable to have such major decisions 
passed on to another agency or entity with no immediate direction or analysis. This clearly 
is in violation of the intent, if not the law of NEPA. 


A similar shortcomin enisty (0 Gp Casuatien of Go cation of Conch Wemaguenes 
Areas (SMA). Throughout the DEIS, statements are made that the creation of S would 


require the of the state of Montana as specified by Montana law. Without confirmation by 
pd Dd ontana, any meaningful discussion, analysis or final decisions regarding SMAs 
cannot be made. 


It is difficult for us to understand how the state of Montana, as a full partner in this EIS 

can sign a final Record of Decision that contains recommendations that in themselves will require 
additional) state approval. This leads us to believe that these recommendations, which call for 
eens a pee. & Ot ee Gh Se. We also believe that if additional state approval is 


requirements. For example, if the state of Montana later decides that buffalo pose a safety or health 


scenarios been and accurately analyzo—or will they be? What will have been the 

of spending years of and hundreds of thousands of dollars and adopting a 
management plan if the State of Montana can render it meaningless with the wave of a band? 
Another inadequacy of the DEIS is its failure te the economic 

< een the Yellowstone buffale . To assume that only Park 
and Gallatin in Montana will or might be effected is short Just as all the counties 


immediately surrounding Yellowstone National Park are included in the current Yellowstone 
National Park Winter Use Study, so should these same counties be included in the economic 
analysis associated with all the management alternatives. 
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Despite being one of its primary this DEIS basically expunges the existing free- 
Se ertital val of buffalo from the GYE other species: ran Ins cual of Vehetemah Glide pecans The Jackson Hole Conse ain 


This DEIS fails to analyze the impact of limiting buffalo n to ee eee 
2,500, 1 sencificaly fils w abdencs Goo lmgant of balfalo removal outdo ho and its effect an asset and not a y. We would expect our resource to protect 
on other wildlife. Specifically, it fails to the impacts to scaven epoctes auch os plasty coterpense Gis Sane» pepe ens Gee Gey eee rebuff and rebut the 
bears, wolverine and bald cagles, and those species acting as both and scavengers 5 alleged threats put forth by certain State, regional and national agricultural interests. We are 
as the gray wolf. These are all species with special management | . The DEIS also fails to ’ ted that the agencies have abandoned their responsibility to the to protect 
address the impact that removing buffalo from outside the park will have on scavengers such as wildlife and instead have caved in to the demands of these narrow uMere sta 
ravens, and other smaller mammalian and avian species. The buffalo removed during the Again, the Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance strongly the Preferred Alternative 
winter cuteide the park eight have, under naweel and at some other season, fallen prey recommended by the federal government and the State of which continues the 
von any rl of these apacion human removal of buffalo, other within unnecessary of buffalo moving to public lands outside the Park in winter. 
the or within ellowstone was not adequately analyzed in . ‘ 
relation to its i on the other biotic —— The strategies recommended in the Citizen's Plan will maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo 
— —— —— gpd protect the interes of the livestock industry in a balanced, common-tomse manner. 
In addition, one of the predicted and long-term environmental impacts of the establishment of Lake adopt tus plan 
Trout in Yellowstone Lake is a significant decline in the Cutthroat trout population. Should this 
occur, it will mean a decline in the summer food availability for y bears. It is also ' ‘ 
anticipated that as a result of the 1988 fires and an increasing prevalence of a discase vector, there 
will be a long-term loss in tota) white bark pine nut production, an important late-summer food for , - 
gia bears. With these two environmental situations already underway, it is irresponsible for J. nd, PhD for Fam 
to not consider the consequences of limiting (by human removal) buffalo populations Executive Director 


within the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and particularly within Yellowstone National Park. 
ser pohenpey ape mh ph ged ge Tie fone al pepe + 
food source to the grizzly bear population, whether as victims of predation or as wi 

carrion available in the early spring and surnmer. 


Also not addressed in this DEIS are the impacts that the artificial removal of Yellowstone 
Buffalo Mani sent Plan and Piadiog of Neo 8 Bh 1d 
ment i role 
of ing the ic makeup of Jackson Hole's buffalo population, Although the success of 
the Jackson alo Plan and lation not to be dependent upon such 
immigrati on cnaman coats tibet -term genetic viability of the Jackson Hole 
buffalo herd. With an artificially maintained low Ye one buffalo population, the rate and 

occurrence of such immigrations into Jackson Hole needs to be analyzed. 


Not adequately addressed in the DEIS is the impact that the removal ef ve animals 


Yellowstone National Park and its environs is one of the few locations remaining where 
buffalo can even approach free-ranging and self-sustaining conditions. Quite frankly, the 
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance held out high hopes op nee. ee. 
and recommendations of the DEIS would draw on years of public apposition to 
management that are based primarily on a perceived but ven risk of brucellosis 
transmission between bison, elk and cattle. Instead, the DEIS from all the very 
same and paranoia of all the preceding interim management plans for Greater 
Yellowstone's buffalo. 
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Samupie letter from 5* Grade, Jerabek Elementary School 


10/26 98 
Deas Governor Racicot: 
My name is Jennifer Allen | am in the fith grade im Ms. Wood's class at Jerabech 
Elementary School 


I think that Bison getting when they roam out of Yellowstone Park to find 
food is not fair. The reason why, is you don’t know if all of the buffalo have the disease 
brucellosis. I think that you should test them first. 


Whea ail of us grow up all of us would like to see the Wood Buffalo. We would iike 
our kids to see them, and I'm sure that our kids would like their kids to see the Wood 
Buffalo too. 


Please don’t take the Wood Buffalo from us. The disease brucellosis has not been 


documented that buffalo can give the disease to cattle. 1 would like the Citizens Plan to 
go on. 


Sincerely 


fenaipjin. Llc 
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kanikse dioregional council Fou@™ 4 & = ame 


10 September 1998 


Bieon Management Plen EIS Tear 
NPS Search Branscom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 
Derwer , CO 60225-0287 


UELL- Situs 


Deer ETS Team: 

Wa are absolutely apposed to all the management atternatives proposed by the Ne- 
tional Perk Service in your Draft Environmental Impact Statement. We advocate responsi- 
ble bisen management based on biviegicel science not political science. The following points 
hould be included in any propseal for bieon management in the Pork: 

Let tee buffelo ream. Sicon should bs ellowed to remain en all public lands within 
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and no restrictions should be placed on their movement. 
Bison should not be corralied or confined for any purpose. 

Vescinete the cattte. There hes never been a confirmed case of the transmission of 
brucellosis from bison to cattle. In Grand Teton National Park, bison and cattle have inhab- 
tted the same lands for over 40 years. Those cattle were vaccinated against the disease. If 
Mortana follows this plan of cattle vaccination, It is reasonable te expect similar results: no 
transmission of brucellosisdend no need to centro! bison movement on public lands. 

Let wildlife managers menage the wildlife. The bison of Yellowstone are part of 
the only remaining wild, free-roaming herd in the United States. When they leave the Park, 
they should be managed by a wildlife agency, not a ivestock agency. The Montana Depart- 
ment of Fish, Wildlife and Parks should take over jurisdiction of bison management in Mon- 
tena. 

Relecete bison frem private lends only where necessary. If bison threaten pri- 
vate lands or human safety, it ie reasonable te adept non-lethal, non-restrictive methods of 
removai. 

Determine an ecolegicelly-beszd carrying capacity fer bisen within the Greater 
Yellowstone Gcosystem. Bison should be allowed to roam fresly on the public lands of the 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, until an ecologically based, peer-reviewed carrying capacity 
for bison in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem has been established. Bison movement and 
resource utilization outside of the Perk over the next ten years should be studied to deter- 
vine this cerrying capacity, and the results dhou!d be incorperated inte the final determine- 
tion ef carrying capacity. Until such « carrying capacity i esteblighed, no population contro! 
rasthods should be implemented. 


Cia 
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October 7, 1998 Kettle Range Conservation Group 


Bison Management 7:1" EIS Team 
National Park Service, Denver Services Center 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


On behalf of the boasd of directors and 2,000 voting age members of Kettle Range Conservation 
Group (KROG), I make the following comme: ts regarding bison management in and outside of 
Yellowstone National Park. We are appalled at past management that resulted in the deaths of 
thousands of bison, purportedly to protect cattle from brucellosis, even where a0 proof of bison 
to cattle brucetlosis transmussion has been proven. 


KROG supports bison management that classifies and protects bison, like elk, as wildlife. Bison 
are wildlife, not livestock. Since cattle are at risk from brucellosis, cattle should be vaccinated, 
not wildlife. Another remedy is to eliminate cattle grazing on lands that overlap with bison 
range feeding areas. 

KRCG does sot support the capture and of bison inside or outside the national park. 
This activity is, considering the history of bison slaughter, completely unjustified. 

A proposal to build a quarantine facility for bison would result in 3 huge waste of taxpayer 
dollars. [t would be cheaper to buy cxisting grazing rights from area ranchers. 


Bison, not unlike the grizzly bear and clk, are an elemental componeat of the Ycilowstone 
ecosystem. Managing bison ‘ike cattle is unwarranted, and scts 2 dangerous precedent that 
places ail wildlife at risk. Yellowstone is an important part of our American culture and 
hentage. It is unwitting to set management goals besed on arbitrary park boundaries that in 
many cases do not reflect natural migratory patterns of Ycilowstone’s endemic species. 


| look forward to your response. 
Sincerely, 
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Gutches 28, 8908 YELL-10,524 and would protect the wild bison herd, as should be allowed to live - whether in 
the state of Montana or in Yellowstone's boundaries. The EIS also should 
consider revoking the management of the last free-ranging herd of bison from the 
Montana Department of Livestock, which is @ conflict of interest, over to Fish 
Wildlife and Parks. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment; please keep us informed of the EIS’s 


progress. 
Sarah Bransom 


Interagency Biron Management Plan 
DSC-RP, P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


et. h Coleman 


. ‘ Y ; 
RE: DEIS comments Executive Director 


Dear Sarah Bransom; 


Please accept these comments on behalf of the board and membership of the Kettle 
Range Conservation Group (KRCG). 


As it is, the EIS contains alternatives which focus on managing bison, not 
brucellosis and cattle. We question why this is. If brucellosis is truly the 
problem, then the EIS would have considered all possibilities of transmission 
and reinfection, including other wildlife populations which may carry 
brucellosis, such as elk. Unfortunately, it seems the real purpose of the EIS 
is to keep bison as much as possible out of the state of Montana. The risk of 
brucellosis transmission is known to be very little to none. We find that the 
BIS lacks the valid, scientifically-based research on brucellosis needed to 
support the preferred alternative 7. 


The EIS lacks inclusion of a true “no-action” alternative, a violation of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The “no-action”™ alternative 
permanentiy implements the Interim Bison Management Plan, the same plan that 
allowed over a thousand bison to be slaughtered last winter. A true no-action 
alternative would allow the bison to freely and naturally occupy their winter 
range, on public lancs outside the Yellowstone National Park. 


All of the EIS’s plans for the bison include using hazing, marking, capture and 
quarantine facilities, and inoculation; all of which are strict control measures 
in contravention with the EIS’s stated purpose of maintaining a wild bison herd. 
The EIS fails to consider managing brucellosis in ways that have minimal impacts 
on wild, free-ranging bison herds and other wildlife. The proposed action will 
incur huge monetary costs and will also have negative impacts on other wildlife 
in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem such as ungulates, grizzly bears, wolves, 
and other threatened or endangered species. 


The EIS proposes to control bison in ways that would domesticate the last free- 
ranging wild herd in the United States. The alternatives proposed do not allow 
for the purpose of action “to maintain a wild, free-ranging population of bison 
and address the risk of brucellosis transmission...” 


KRCG feels public-land ranchers are already privileged to taxpayer-subsidized 
grazing on public iand around Yellowstone. Now these ranchers are expecting 
that taxpayers will pay millions of dollars more to control bison. 


KRCG asks that the [D Team readdress the iasues raised above. We ask that the 
BIS consider the impacts and costs of separating cattle from wildlife on bison 
and elk winter range, and assess realistically the actual, rather versus the 

perceived threat of brucellosis transmission. This would seve taxpayers money, 
ensure that Montana’s cattle industry maintains its “brucellosis-free” status, 
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There's No Excuse For Animal Abuse. 


Cruelty i & Preventoa~Commanity Hamane Proects~ A mumal Care Services~Advocacy & Education 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE Sax 
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This is to edviee thet the League of Kentuaky Spostemen and fs 76,000 mernbers and supporters fully 
Suppor the inciusion of the National Wildlife Federation end the interTribai Bison Cooperative's 
eiternative to the Montana Bison Environmental mmpect Statement. 


We support retocating healthy buffaic to wibel lands as s means of restoring the cultural end spr Rus! 
connecton between buffalo and Nafive American people because | 


e We beSeve YeSoustone’s buffsic eve a puiilic resource to be managed by wikilife professionets, not 
Ovestock burseucrats! 


¢ We deBeve Yellowsione's Duffaic are a significam bislogics!, cultural and economic asset to 
Montana and to the nation. They belong to the public and should noi be privatized! 


e The buffalo can be conserved and the economic interests of livestock producers can be meirtsined 
by choosing the common-sense etemative offered by the Nations! Wikdirfe Federation and the 
interTritel Bison Coaperativel 


in sempting to deny public wildlife the freedom to roam on public fends, the livestock industry hes 
Geclared wer on witdilfe - AMSEMICA'S widille. 


We in Kentucky cannot idly stend by end jet this happen. We jus! begen restocking elk in Kentucky jest 
December and are proud to be retuming these greet enimets beck to the lend they used to roam freely 
on! The Yellowstone bufieio management issue puts the national park systesn, and af wildlife, at ish. 


We support eech element of the TSC/ANWF Seven Point Program to resolve this conflict. 


$1 dant — 


Unde Seunders, NWF Representative, League of Kentucky Sportamen 
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YELL Mong 
Dear Sare Branscoa, 


We are the youth, the future of America. We are opposed to the 
disgusting slaughter of the last wild herd of buffalo in Yellowstone 
National Park. 

We haven't even been able to observe these beautiful creatures in 
their own natural habitat. If the Environmental Impact Statement gets 
their way, we will never be able to see these astonishing animale and others 
like them, They will ell be a thing of the past. We will only know then 
through the history booke and stories passed down from our family meabers. 

We don't want to have to worry about passing these stories down from 
generation to generation after us. We want our children and the rest of 
our future families to be able to realize and see the magnificent 
creatures that we have come to know and love. We are losing our wildlife 
all too fast, due to man's interference and greed. If they slaughter the 
buffalo until no gore cun free, what's going to stop them from letting 
other free animals die off too? Looking at a picture and reading about 
an animal in a book, because wan let it go extinct, is not an acceptable 
alternative. We aust be able to see, feel, hear, and touch these beautiful 
creations God has eade. We have lost too @uch already. We aay be too 
young to vote, or be concidered an adult, but we have thoughts, feelings, 
and voices. Our voices must be heard, for our future counts on it. Stop 
the killing now. 


Sarah Stuhmer 


Daten ac wade Siw 2 


Amie Morrison 


‘The foliow ing letter ts represuntmive of those that were received 
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YELL-9686 contd. 
Bison Management - Yeliowstone National Park 


October 23, 1986 
Page Five 


e The Montana Department of Livestock would have to amend its legal authority to 
ai ehematives which ulllize the new definition of “low risk” bison 


© YNP would only be required to change its policy of natural reguiation in order to 
wnplemert aitematives 5 and 6. 


We find the proposed aitematives contained in the DE1S unecceotabie for the following 
reesone 


© Altematives 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 (phese 1) and 7 impose unrealistic, unjustified and 


that burden to Montana because actions to manage population 
conducted outside YNP in alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 (phase 1) and 7. 


D4 


e Altemative 6 inchudes e@densive SMAs in phase 1. Kk doses not provide for 
quarantine of seronegative bison. There is no scientifically defensible criteria for 
Ciaseg So Magee S thane tan Se WO yam, ens phase | wands Hamann ah 


anemission i does set an upper fimit on the bison population, but does not 
contain realistic mechanieme to achieve the population objective. 

e Altemative 5 is the only one of the seven ailematives thet could be implemented 
without change in authority end without additional NEPA complience. While this 
akemative is the most desirable from the standpoint of brucellosis convol, the 
ahernative may not be scceptable to some of the public because large numbers of 
bison would be destroyed in the short term. However, in the long tem, tis 
ahemative would probably result in the loses of fewer bison than the other 


After @ careful study and evaluation of the DEIS, we have conchuded that Aillemative 6 
with the following alterations is the preferred aitemative: 


=> immediately devise and implement en RBS‘ calf and yearling vaccination program 


in YNP to evaluate delivery systems and gain practical vaccination fleld use duta for 
RBS1 vaccine in YNP bieon. 


weat of Seven Mile Bridge. Bison approaching the weet boundary must be captured 


quarantine facility. 
=> Limit the proposed SMA on the north side of the park to the Lite Trail Cresk/Eagle 
Creek Area. We are strongly opposed to the establishment of any SMAs in 
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YELL-9686 contd. 


Bleon Menogernet Yeliowstors Nationa Park 
October 23, 1988 
Page Seven 


pert of the “adaptive management” sirategy to evaluate the effectivences of 


vaccines such as RBS! in seronegative adult bison and to gain practical knowledge 
about the vaccine. 


| 


phese 
same arees thai bears have grown accustomed to finding bison 


2% 


Bison Management - Yeliowetone National Park 
October 23, 1988 
Page Eight 


peseean ange managamans expat in ender to catuhiich Ge caning eapanty of 


This proposed allemetive could be implemenied without change to existing state or 
federal laws or reguiations. Further we believe that it fulfills the purpose of action and 
aii of the nine objectives of the DEIS. We urge in the strongest possible manner that 
this amended form of alternative 6 be selected as the preferred ailemative and that it 
be impler-ented without significant delay. 


14,293 


October 27, 1996 


same can be sald for every other state. Therefore, fo essential fet we 60 
jeopardize this monumental national effort by falling to addrees the bison issue. 


Thank you for your consideration regarding our concem of this matter. 


UE ct -/® 
teniteba briangl DSene 
a joo 


Bison Wanagesent Plan BIS Seas 
National Park Service, Denver Services Center 


The BIS om the long-term sanagesent of Yellowstems bison is 
scientifically and legally flawed. 


Since 1985, more than 3,000 Yellowstone bison have been slaughtered by 
state and federal officials because of a fear that the bison coujd 
transmit brucellosis te domestic liveeteck. 


We, in Canada, have found that the risk is extresely reacte and have 


managesent stretegi 
nobiles in the park, prohibiting cattle greasing on public lands outside 
the perk, and requir’ ag the vaccination of cattle on private land. 


The acthods the EIS has chosen are cruel, unnecessary ang entirely 
inappropriate. It pangers to the cattle industry end others whe aust 
enjoy the shooting and slaughter. 


The USDA has no legal suthority over free-ranging bison end cannet 
downgrade the brucellosie-free status of Hontena besed solely on the 
presence of potentially exposed bison in the state. 


Reestablishing a public bison bunt in Komtene is unethical, unsporting, 
and unacceptable. It is also barbaric and the bison capture facility 
inside the park should be dienantled immedistely. 


The sise of the bison herd should be dictated by natural factors, not 
by bullets, by slaughter, or by the desires of the livestock industry. 


Pedersl and state agencies should etrive to acquire, through purchase or 


agreoment, as such private land im the Yellowstone region as protected 
winter range for Yellowstone's bisen. 


Please stop thie senseless killing. 


Sincerely, 


Mo a 
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17 betters received 


The following letter is representative of these that were received. — 
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Ho stints Soler scenes 4 
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YELL-11,529 
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RECEIVED 


OCT O7 the 
MEAGHER COUNTY SPORTSMAN ASSOCIATION 


YEU- ISU 
Dear Sarah Bransom 


The Meagher County Sportsman Association opposes the 
Preferred Alternative (Alternative 7) of the Draft Environmental Im- 
pact Statement For the Interagency Bison Management Plan. 

Reasons for opposing the preferred alternative are. 1. Buffalo 
are a wildlife species and need to be managed by wildlife profession- 
als not domestic animal managers. 2. Buffalo need to have access to 
land outside the Park. 3. With access to land outside the Park live- 
stock operations on public ground will need to be motified to reduce 
contact with domestic cattle. 4. Public hunting needs to be utilized to 
control herd size. 5. Need to require mandatory vaccination of all 
cattle within the Greater Yellowstone Areas. 

The club does endorse the CITIZEN'S PLAN TO SAVE 
-YELLOWSTONE BUFFALO. 


JESS SECREST 
PRESIDENT MEAGHER COUNTY SPORTSMAN ASSOC. 
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YEUL- UBL ok aaa 
Founoatiow 

Bieon 
Metlenal Purb Service Gara Hraccom DOC-RP 
PO. Bea 28897 Preven Nesmen 
Deaves, CX) 60s uaa? fee 
Dear EIS Team: 
¥ cant wild, Geocumniag tattoo Wowatans | eres (0 Techeeed Aeenatiey eemmmended 


by the state of Mentena and the federal govarnmest. 
ep ey eet 
tratiade axe tno tmapentams to enertfien, Thay exo 0 enunes ef Pete 
1 endorse the Citisens’ Plan to Save Vellowstene Buffalo, which wil: poy. 
© Maintein wild, free-veaming buitalo in Vellewetens National Perk. 
* Create a large special managen ent aren outside the park where buffalo can 


wee public lands to survive hereh winters, ead where buffiaio will be managed by 
wildlife profeasionals 


* Develop scientific buffale population goals fer this eperial management aree 
outerde the park. 

* Relocate buffalo to Indian reservetious or public lands ot use a re ulsted harvest, 
but caly whan science demonstrates thst available land camuct suppert mere buffalo 


* Recommend vaccination ef cattle within lands adjacent to the special management 
area 


* Brapbasise aoqumtion of key winter rangy lands or eassments through public purchase 


protect 
__ dustry in 0 balanced, common-sense m unner Please adept this plan 


~ ~~ an 


~~ 


ha pod pra — =i fares, (dm tions you tn 
‘au ey 6 Pt OS Sirecetrcoe 7m 


(te hoacs/TY ae 
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On behalf of the Usded Conservation Chabs (MUCC), cus membersinp of 120,000. 
I wash to subst the comments regerdmy menagorectt of the Yellowsone buos. 


Our membership solidly supports managament of wildliés by sound scientific methods. We belreve tha te 
eT cea Cras of te 


euead 
wines 
beson should bs treated as efk, deer ancl other ws thes enpect 


Whee bisen populations exceed easeanble cosrying capecitios eswablished by wihdlide manege, MUCC 
supports lnssting of surphes anknals. rin ditannetune 
interests is a wagic waste of s valuable resource. 


Ths braceltosss weus appears to be more of » “ved burrmg” thos 2 lagithants canes fax the Current treatment 
of tesco enimals. Bucouse there ic 2 small risk of ranmnienion of the disease from bisve to livestock 
(which has never heppensd in Montara) graziag activities could be managed to minimise the opporumsy 
for the two species to sterect. 


There are management options sech 2: ours that treat the Yellowvtons buon as 8 valuable wildlife resourc: 
rather thas the NPS‘s “preferred alterustive” oudimed in the BIS that clesety resommbies Gs state- federal 
wanren menagensst strategies in plece vew The public docs net aupport thx current type of weetment 
whereby bison ore simughtered in the name of 0 perilous thees: to és livestock industry. 


| dak you for the oppormauty to sabaskt comments on helalf of the Mochigan United Conservator Clubs, 
the largest swtewrde conservabon ergantsation & the country. 


ath 


MUCC Wildlife Biologist 
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CONSERVATION 
RE ee, 
FEDERATION, 


Bison Managemeat Plan EIS Team 

Nationa! Park Service 

Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

PO Box 25287 

Denver Colorado 80835-9901 ser. 7, 199¢ 


Ms. ransom: 


Oa behalf of the 5,000 meraber: of the Minnesota Conservation Federation | am suboutting our 
commeats on the National P-& Services EIS statement for the management of Bison in 
Yellowstone Pack area 


te our judgment the plan fails in many arces 20t the least of which is wildlife management by uce- 
wildlife agencies. This is bed policy and a terrible concept for aatural resource management. 


At the Federations Aauual mesting on September | |th,| 2th and 13th ai Fergus Fails Mianesota 
the attached resolution was unaniracedy adapted. 


in effect we support the position of the National Wildlife Federation Citizens Plas and strongly 
urge thet (tis approach be taken to solve the curroat issue of Buffalo in Yellowstone Park as well 
as the State of Montana. 


In addition, we strongly support a comeitment by the Forest Service to casuring seperation 


between Buffalo and cattle grazing on public lands by modifying grazing pormiéts on forest 
alictments in the Greater Y ellowstone Aven. 


Pubwchers of Mannesota Ovt-of-Doors > State Afikate of the National Wildlife Federation 


YELL-10,495 contd. 


RESOLUTION 4S 
YELLOWSTONE BISON 


WHEREAS The management of wild bison in and around Yellowstone National Park 
bas been extremely controversial for alrsost two decades, and 


WHEREAS The management of wild bison entering Montana from Yellowstone 
National Park has, because of the perceived threat of brucellosis to Montana cattle, beea 
dele gated by the Moatans Legisiacure to the Montana Department of Livestock, and 


WHEREAS Montana Department of Livestock has managed these wild bisoa by 
primarily killing them when they enter Montana, and 


WHEREAS An Environmental impact Statement, developed by the state of Montana 
and Yellowstone National Park advocates continuing this policy, and 


WHEREAS The National Wildlife Federation, Montana Wildlife Federation, Wyoming 
Wildlife Federation, and Idaho Wildlife Federation believe that Yellowstone National Park 
wild bison that enter public lands surrounding the park should be managed as wildlife by 
state wildlife agencies, and 


organizations, and over 40 Native American tribes have developed a substitute, common 
senee, alternative for managing these wild bison, called the Citizens’ Plan, and 


WHEREAS The NWF Citizens Pian includes: 1) Establishing appropriate bison 
management areas on public lands outside Yellowstone National Park, 2) Managing wild 
bison by state wildlife agencies with reasonable popuistion levels, 3) On public lands, 
keep wild bison and cattle separnted when risk of disease transmission, by delaying the 
importation of cattle, 4) Hunting by fair chase methods, 5) Allowing disease-free surplus 
bison to be transferred to Indian Reservations and wildlife agencies, 6) Inoculation of 
bison when a “safe” vaccine is developed, and 7) Vaccinate cattle at risk. 8) Acquisition 
of additional public land outside Yellowstone to accommodate bison migration routes and 
winter ranges. 


NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED that the Minnesota Conservation Federation 
at its Annual Assembly September |), 12, 13, 1998, in Fergus Falls, Minnesota, support 
NWFP's Citizens’ Plan for the management of Yellowstone's wild bison. 


ie 10,66 


largest cosservetion organization in 
Missiosippi, MWF has worked for more then 50 years to casure the protection ead proper 
management of our state's nsturel resumoes. Our attention hes cow been drawn to issee 
of national scape - the teture of the buffalo m Yellowstone Natioaal Park. 


T thank you for the opportunity to comment and appreciate your careful 
consideration oa this motte: . = 


Sancerely, 


cSt 
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THE MONTANA COALITION FOR APPROPRIATE 
MANAGEMENT OF STATE LAND — — 
ee 


August 13, 1998 1 1998 

Bison Pian EIS Team : 
interagency Bison Managcment Team 

Seno Veas Sarviee P.O. Box 25287 
DSC-RP Deaver, CO 80225-0287 
P. O. Box 25287 
Denver, Colorado, 80225-0287 Deer Lateragency Bison Managernent Team: 
Dear Ms. Bransom: Attached for your information is 2 recently released ccomomic analysis 


the 
government’s preferred pian for Yellowstone bison with two alternative nor a 
We want a season to hunt bison. Beteer shot by hunters than to catch “Citizens” plan 


and terrify them on a truck to a slaughter . 
on “ee ht is unfortunate thet the draft govermment-prepared bison Esvircemental irapact Statemcnt 
A (ELS) gave so little ettention to costs, and apparently none to cost-effoctiveness. I hope the 
1) sitached analysis conducted by the University of Utah economist, Dr. Michael Garrity, willbe 
poe pe eee ee ies iavelved consider the public ‘apet 
Sr. before deciding on the final Yellowstone bison management EIS. 


Thank you. 


Montana Ecosystems Defense Council Por attachment of Michael Gasrity's 
Economic Anaslysis...° see 


Ralph DeGennaro, Executive Director, T for Common Seme 
Joe Wiegand, Director, Hlinoéa, Citi ry + 

Ralph Neder, “ Public Citizen” 

Charles McGrady, President, Sierra Club 

“60 Minutes” 


ese 
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October 16, 1998 


Bison Managemen: Tcam 
National Pask Service 
Denver, CO 


To the Bison Management Team: 


The Montane Ecosystems Defense Council (MEDC) strongly erges you to significantly revise 
your DEIS on the long-term Yellowstone bison management plan to include, a3 your preferred 
shernative, a plan which: 


Allows bisoe who summer in Yellowstone National Park to usc thei winter range 
outside the Park (both on public and private lands) without restricting them to so-called 
“special reemagement areas”. 


Ensures that all National Forest lands im the Yellowstone ecosystem which may be weed 
Sh OREO S Cie. tena bps bpatine 

wildiife over domestic animals on these public lands. Moreover, as long as the State of 
Montana's policy creates conflict between cattle and bison, or any other wildlife, the 
plan should call for the cancellation of all cattle grazing permits on public lands. 


involves no captunag, testing, corralling, confining, quarantine or killing of bison for 
disease management purposes. 


MEDC supports Plan B for Yellowstone buffalo, what we consider to be the most cost-effective 
concerns, be adopted by the decision making agencies. For farther details on MEDC’s position, 
please refer to Ms. Visginis Ravadal’s comments of 10/15/98 on the DEIS, which we endorse. 


Puasily, please provide MECC with an estimate of the total costs of elaborating and publishing 
this DEIS. Thank you 


a"? 
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Oral testimony provided at the Gardiner School, [TIE Juty 29, 1998. 


Good efterncon. My name is Steve Kelly. I'm here today speaking on behalf of the Montana 
Ecosystems Defense Council. We're a nonprofit, public imterast group that works in the Gellatin 
National Forest end other forests throughcat the Rockies. 


One of the first things I'd lie to mention is jasc t repeat Ge summary. The purpoec of the 
proposed interagency action is tc maimtain a wild, free-ranging popuiatice of bisce and t0 
address the risk of brucellosis waramission and to protect the economic imtarosts of the livestock 
industry im the state of Montana. Now, | think that's important, becaus> when as enviroomestal 
impact stateenent is drafted, the purposes ars relly one of the things that need to be addressed 
directly. 


Tve heard testimony here and in Helena which I think makes fine poants but really docen’t 
address some of the disease-contro! problems adequately. 


I'm here today to sapport Plan B, which was developed very thoughtfully by sciaststs, wikilife 
biologists, doctors of veterinary medicine, and exviroamentalists: a group of people who really 
have taken a good long look at this thing and tried to fiad a cosmprehensive solution which really 
addresses those two main poiats im the purpose of the environmental mpact statement. Pian 8 
really fits ito what | consider to be three categories. One is habétet, the other is the management 
of the disease brucellosis; and the thisd I'll call Moatans state politica, jest for lack of a better 
term. 


Governor Racicot's been grousing and complaining lately sbout cur *ad mage aad how we heve 
been maligned unizirly by the owt-of-etete press. | maitem that acbedy has donc more to 
perpetuate thet so-called atyth more ‘han Governors Racicot bimesif in ovdering the sleughter of 
1,100 bison thet left Yellowstone Park in the winter of 1996-1997. In fact, I was on the 
telephone with a woman in Illinois the other night, and in Illinois, they call Governor Racicot 
Attila the Hun for his behavior in that slaughter that winter. 


Back to Plan B. The habitat iesue is critical. Plan B really sepports the idea thet buffalo, like all 
Oder wildlife, should roam fhesly, chould be allowed to sock food, seck shelter, and seek security 
from humans end other predators. Bt also should be supported basically by a carrying capacity 
that is based om the ecosystem, not just within the perk boundary or within parte of the Forest 
Service land that ase adjacent to the park, but looking at all the land. lt should be based 

ively, the same way you would do for nuule deer or Bighorn sheep or elk. We just 
don’ see that there should be any difference there. 


In doing £9, in considering 'mffalo like other wildlife, it's just real critical thet we dou't forget © 
give wildlife the importanc: or preference that they hve been allocated in writing in a 
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15165 contd. 


commitment by the Gallatin National Forest on its ows forest land. The lands adjacent to he 
park are already designated es wildlife priority lands. The problem is the Forest Service docen’t 
manage Gem the way they said they would. They manage Gem fox livestock as a pricvity. 

So right off the bat, we have a problem with the agency not doing ts owa job. Agam, in the 
hebttat area, | just thaak tus fit m nicely with this. We've heard some comment about property 
damage, but | do not think that there shocid be compensation for ~ersons curring property 
damape os a sesult of free-roaming bison. | sve ao reason why we cant set up a fand and 

ema) lish 2 procedure and a protocol for trying to compensate property damage from 
free-roamung bison. 


As far as the disease management sepects, it comes down to trying to use 2 sae and <fiective 
brucellosis vaccine when it's available for buffalo. 


We don't need confimernent, we don’t need quarantine, end we certainly don't need any killing as 
a result of quarantine and enimels that don’t qualify for quarantive. One of the fow things that | 
think needs to be addressed directly is what's going to happen to the buffalo im the quacuntine 
sitsation thet don’t qualify. 1 think they've going to be killed. If anybody thinks they're not going 
to be killed, Pd like to talk to you later. Becanss I think this is one of the key points in he 
government's plan and im the Citizens’ Pian that is not being addressed publicly in an adequate 
way. We do not need to needlessly continue to kill bison because they leave the park. 


Thank you. 
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Oxteber 15, 1996 

Ow comments to the Dreft Eevicmandal lnpect Gtraent ase Grided into the 

sections. A. Issues important vo Méentens cottis B. Assumptions meds in 
the DETS, C. Actions aecessary for of Aluustiver, C. Busdens placed on the 
Stuse of Mguaane by Alnernatives, D. Abssranties. 
A. B@PORTANT ISSUES 
These ve 2 suber of issnen of tanportanes thet must be esbdreseed in order to resaive 
Go Yellovetvas National Pask weuceliags protien Some of these aspen hove teen 


addsessed to varying dugpees in the DEES. Cuthess hove nat been filly eddreaned. 

1) The final eanegement plan aoust inumedintely contsel breceiieds ia bicen and anest lay ext 
0 plan fox the cradioutien of bracelices Som YNP Bison. 

2) Bewoslicsls om be transunitied from cnissais to bamane, it is knows so undulest fover 2 
> ~~ 1a 2 chould therefore ax be 


Asean (FehAa) dgpiicenaty exrense the wes napected by disused 
*mease pe ee 


és nensing completion i tho United Sum. The 
whtded wa men om eee te 
Yelipeutose Area (GYA). 


5) Sate Vetstinnsions exthertty over Gecnses and Govesed exisanis within 2 ciate wust not be 


wangromised. 
4 Poe eee _ 
Bvestock | Moutunn represents ¢ lergs sagenat of the eccanny es. 
% ate wiktiit: is monagzi by 
Depestmems of Intacior in other parics and reserves, where ox bapleeesd we 
serve both the wiki and the public. There is 20 to justify his Gierence in 
eye ee ce oven Gfcs from the meucgement 


bulanes popudation with carrying capacity. 
This casrying capacity mmet be developed to atxiven: a popuintiens of large enguiatns, 
Geer, cheap end 00se rust sienply divested to 6 single apecies. 
10) The OBIS west usin cho ieapartial sslense cf the Naticad Reseerch Counel. Nevonal 
Academy or Sciance final repost ca Brovelicas iz the Greater Yellowstone Aven t2 
urvaop scsatifcully sonad sltanathec: 


SSE 


ues ue ED PRA DRIAL 


14,816 contd. 


The DEIS mabes o manber of esnnagtions which we comand ase not valid. Thess are 
adévuned 03 fellows 


° All the Alternatives ase “tagelly implenantubie’. 
© The iapodestion to the DEES ctates that afi of the peapeced chternatives ane °. legally 
implementable...” (p. 4). Since we could find ao definition of this statement, we ausst 
asvame it sreens that cach of the sbewatives coudd be isnghesnented under cusrent pense and 
fedwal nus or cules. We do not believe this to be the case. Currently, Montana law docs 
act alow spert luting afbisen. Sunk amtharity wordd hyve to bs erected before seversi 
eftes chanatnes eneld bo ily implemented attuming mech sutbocity bs temscus at best. 
Ad@tineaiiy, a Depertmars of Liveneck bas specie exthodty to °..cogeine grayed cx 
inqvopesly of muanals thet th within bCoatens’s gal deftuiticns, Gis inatedes 
tien.” eathesity efdsnsses ° the removal Som the ciate of publicly owned bissa 
orignuting Geen « bevd infected with « dangerous disease when tho Gecase aay sprend 10 
parsons or Svestock or jeopardize the aate’s compliance with other eunte or federally 
odminimeved Bvesteck Giscess eonwel programs.” @. 33) YNP bison clearly fill within this 
legal emthoshy. This extheriiy would hove to be modified by the ciate legislature to fully 
implement come of the citeruntives. 

© Cine of'use on Perest Service grating ellctments to diminate catthe grazing on the 
sbotments would additicad NEPA compliance sad would seqaire modification of 
tho Posest Pha. ed@dicnal lege! exthosky any not bo required, the abernatives, 
‘whiah call tor the removel of gruzing permit, would cot be implementubls without isther 


©@ Unplementation of charastives 2, 3, 4, 6 (phase 1) and 7 ave dependent upon some feture 
event cocussing (such as the state of Mostens changing its lnws or rules), over which the 


2) ‘hina hangs 4A) re sony ts te Yn 


The “Nead Fer Action!” section (p. 11) portenys the Husion at portions of tho Gallatin 
National Fovest hove alvendiy bean ost asides becuase they “..commibure te the 
cufzaml, and essthetio fhe peck” While exch may bs ths desire cf 
Gauftatin Muthone! Forest ond a eumber of interest much of he 
Sataaienintotien The For Action” section 
eine soggests the usad for tho ofditicanl ranges in the national forest is beens“... YNP bs 
act self contaized econystens for bisea, and periodic migrations inte Mossarn sve natural 
events.” We contend thet 8 would act be complete even with the atidision of the proposed 
DdAs. Large aigzations of bisen Som YNP Gd net begin untill 1904-85 (p. 147). Thess 
migzations Gd not begin wadll the blasn popuiation exsseded 2,900 hand. Since 1964-85 
tessa hove let YNP every year and the bisce popuiation has eureuded 2,000 head in each 
of hese years (p. 147). 
3) Whoop Migration is Ratated w Harsh Wenther act Populstion Str. 


© The “Beckgeund” section (p. 12) ctases that “...mave bisen hove atampeed to move to 
ranges cutside the park, partientacty dusting harch winters.” and euggests that “_.the 
number of bison moving beyuad Yellowstene boundaries is highly variable fem: year wo 
yeas, and show no sheng or Gecusible comsiation with pupviction dus.” This autment 
is comtrery wo the Nesiousl Acedemy of Science (NAS) sapert which strongly campeiates ths 
covenant oftioan out of X20 to te paputetion danef to tinea hard QUAD Rapest 9.64 
‘Risen population dg uppems to be ihe overwhelmingly dguiinns verubie ecarroliag 


movanent of bises ot of YNP). 

4) Lamas cutside YNP chould be seserved fry bienn bexmees bisen ave urignatery and lends 
catude YNP represen hstonce! hisce ranges. 

© We recognize thet bivce are neanedic animals und that bisen ence populated ensrmces 
ranges om Teme into Caunde and fom Kansas ond Nebesin to Idsho and Ongan We 
would oi concede that Gis vast sange wes hissesis bisss ange. Mowover, Ge hat Ga 
tisoe cave reaged ce theen lands dows net ansume that these sanges ase still sveilable to 
ison. ‘The came holds wes for the lands cutside YI@ to the went and north of ths put. 


auiipb-en 

lands, or ave state or peivete lands. These lands snust act be lightly constened to be 
qquential ve the survival of oe bisee sivee bisen are not endangered and gunetiecily viehte 
populations reside in YNP. The convecion af thase lands to profhrential ues by bisen 
eavemes thst « sumber of ssticns will const, over which the leod federal agencies lack the 
jesiedicdional authority. Ad@ticnally, each ections may place on enressonshiec burden cn 
private citizens and other public agencies. 

5 } ~~ + aterm 

* nn ne a 
tate bows und rules to kcaplement the changes sequired in the chammative. While tho cate ib 
8 cooperating egency in development of the DETS, chave is ac aseusence that the state 
lagistemare will appeeve the neesssery changes. 

6) The Montane lagishenwe wil appropeiess fends vo manage biscn. 

© Tes fiscal upect on the State of bdcumen for enphemenation cf various of the dhernatives, 
except for sltarvatrves aad 6 2) eanges from $140,000 t» $€20,008 pas year for 15 
yours. This vepresenss 3 cost t the state. These is a0 assurance that he 
héoreess Ingttincers wil fiends necessary 02 tho siuarnetives. 

7) The Moctens legishstery will approve (and the Governor sign) lagisietiow approving bisse 
hunting in the state. 

© Several of the altaraatives propose a bisan inant in thee Stete of Montane Based upon past 
experiences and bed publicity for the saute fom bisa bunta, there is no asscmace the ths 
save will denive t upgrove bine basting, 

3) Tho Mésatene sate vetninerien wall allow untested brecsicds lafected and waqoeed biver: 
t have enrestriceed acvess to S4As within the sant. 

9) Thue ferty-aive other state animal hesith officials and bvemock industries vil secept 
en em 
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14,816 contd. 


The tavegomg thotors sigattbontty rrouce ihe naive A steermaiives (isi Gum bs tumphememed 
without eomcmvent wctiogs ower wits die ogy utes town tile of a0 eomtral 


D. ACTIONS OR CHANGES NPA “ES* AR! FOR IMPLUMENTATION OF 
ALTERNATIVES. 


1) Thao State of Montane would ive to examed its bows wad rates in order to implement bison 
2 ke ee et 
iaplement cbemnative 2 daw iit dtcmnive would allow untested ates 


empeosed bisen te cosupy lncpa i. Ar cu.xide the park. 
3) The Moutess Depertnent would have to emend ite legal euthosity te 
rey oi cheerentives which williee the new éufiaiden of “low risk” bien proposed in 
9 Re St feses Pies weal agin eeeaieen wo Geemegts het gulag 
5) Owners of, am ceiae ieree toning te ail Gairgtrestntee Gity 
charnatives 2, 3 end 7. 


©) The Mommas Stete Veterinasion and the Montens vestock industry would have t0 accept 
sto af main Sten ee ying 3 


” Siro fate ets Otte ln hn cts © cates went tava tobe wing to cont 
Moatane’s higher rek catthe without additional restrietions tn order t0 fidly buplement 
ahnorentives 2, 3, 4, 6 (phase 1) and 7. 

©) The Peres: Plan for the Galtatin Notional Forest would have to be amended to implement 

0 Sepceacagntn pice 

ape eape regulation in order to 
implement elternatives 5 and 6. 


B, BURDENS IMPOGHD ON STATE AND LIVESTOCK INDUSTRY BY 
ALTERNATIVES. 

Aleornatives 1-6 (phase 1) and 7 of the DEIS imposes vareulistic and unjustified burdens on the 
State of Montace, owners of privete lads within the SMAa, and the Sivestock industry of the 
4 re ee Cee 


These burdens incinde tt, ; 

1) The burden to contr: | bison population size is placed upon the Stave of Montana in 
eheraatives 1-6 (pha: 1) end 7. 

2) The ane of Moatana will be required to change its legal authority to implement several of 
the eherantives. 


3) Alternatives 2 and 3 would fores changes in cattle operations en renchers. This is a= 
wmaccapteblle tnfting “ment on the rights of private citizens. Additionally, all dleernatives 
except 5 and 6 (phase 2) place the burden on the landowner te request relief fom 


9 Livestedh poodunass wil bo plone ina pochton of Gens weammace eri oi 
have to bear the cost 


of proveunative menenres, 
5) Livestock producers could lose the ability to utiiies grasing divemaats in sever uf the 


©) te dharuntives 7, 3 end 7 Bvestvck prodnuars will be forced 2 modify task epeations or 
bens the consequences af Glesase exposare. 

7) Prbvens landowners may bo placed in o position that thelr caly option is to sell thelr 

to he féural gorernnent. 

©) The Gtate of hécatans will hove to eavume 0 bugs Gaansial burden to eanage biscn het 
migzate tate the ante Som YP. 

9) Teo NPS cocapes the burden of public haresament and condemastion and Gcfrs ht 
burden to Montana bessuse actions to addvem paguiation und Gsease ae conducted 
cutside YNP tn chterantives |, 2, 3, 4, 6 (phase 1) and 7. 


F. CHOSEN ALTERNATIVE 
After casei considerutinn of the seven shterumtives Montes Parm Busess bes concheded that 
a poegrem to exadicata brucellcdis in Y@ is tho chernative that prc vides for the 


Inmeodiately device and iplement en calf end yearling veccinativa a YP 
’ to evaluate delivery qyetems end gain practical vaccination ficid uso date for vecches 
At he came tne contions to Gvelop cilicacy data. Welting far 0 “perfect” vaccine is 0 

fate effort, 08 no such vaccine wil over exist. 


Hotablick capture fislities throughout YNP os desurtbed in the crighnal 
: cherie. Ths Soliton wosld be iihond vo test ond voces inal a pase too of 


5S) Unilize an approved facility for seronegative hison captsred at the Seven Mile 
Bridge and Stevens Dee eeaenee 
“adaptive Management” strategy to evalaate the effectivences of vaccines in caronegative 
edult tlece and gain knowledge cbout the vessine. 

6) Bison population chjectives for aberantive 6 ere based upon estimates of removels through 
latresive management. The population cine is not in any way based upon 2 scientific 


14,816 contd. 


oralustion of he ofthe ranges of VN to upper the population Based upon Go 
— (. 46, 1 oes eds a 0 ar 
See ete eran eben onde 


te vp donee rape cng Re 
prove the eapanity of YNE to sanain of theon end ey 
accomplished. 


Albernatives 4 of 6 with the ibreguing emzndunss could be tnplecnannd without chang tc 
ensting sate ond Paderal low ox regulations. 


atthe Inn Billings Plana Hovet 4 rues Conver (REIS 
I cage. 1 


James Hansen 

Moeutane Form Bares 

My name is Janes Hanson from (RS And I might add 
that I'm a third. generation ranches. My gren@iether on in 1897. So 


a eg ee | 
as 8 Mootams rancher. 


Raising cattle is our business, and it's cur major source of income. Keeping Montens's 
brucellonis-free status is imaportant to mse because, losing it would restrict oer ability to be abie to 
chip cattle to other states and other countries. This would affect afl ranchers in Montana, not jest 
the ones aroznd the park whoes herds would come in contact with the bison. 


1 believe that brucelicsis in the part herd must be cleaned up. Alternative sumber 5, | believe, 
would best do thet without adding to the problem Cleaning up the herd now would eliminate 2 
lot of problems and expense in the favare. If treceliesis wes elimninated in the bison, i understand 
that tho clk herd will pretty amech clean up itvelf by not being im contact with the calving and 
feeding grounds of the bison. 


I believe the suze of the bison herd svust be managed. No rancher can stay in business very long 
if he doesn’ manage his herd m reistion to the emcunt of feed and range he has. The bison in the 
park are no different; if mot managed, thes numbers will go to the extremes. With far too many 
in the herd, they will dic of starvation. And if you think shooting is inhumane, what shout 2 
iundred or thousands of enimals starving w death, with predators eating them while they are stil! 
alive? That, to me, is not humane. 


The Citizens’ Plam of acquiring more land outside the park would make matters worse in a few 
years by having many more bison to contend with Where will it end? Are you going to get miles 
of land around the perk now, and a few years down the road, maybe you're going to expand thet 
to or 50 miles out? T don't know where that would end. | think that's the wrong way to go. 


Also, any land purchased outside the park would be taken off the tax rolls, increasing the tax 
burden on the rest of the taxpayers. The moncy used to buy Gs extra bison range would have to 
come from taxes, and the cost of and any extra range would also have to come frum 
federal or state tax funds. And, to me, an unaecessary expense. Thank you. 
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Orel at the Inn Dillings Plaza Hotel & Trade Come 
25, 1998 


Good afternoon. My name is Scott Kulbeck, and I'm the eastern Montana field director for 
Moatana Ferm Bureau. I'm here representing the more than 8,000 member fanailics in Montana. 


Montana farnsers and reachers are very concumed abou! maintaining their class- free status 
regarding bracelloms. To that cad, we have reviewed all the alternatives to determine the plan 
that protects the status, is most effective, and protects the long-tenn future of Yellowstone 
National Park. 


Brucoelicsis is the problem. Kt is a non-native disease thet was introduced to the park in the carty 

1900s. It causes wildlife and livestock to abort their unborn fetuses, and it can occur in humans 

es undulant fever. Due to the eradication of the disease in cattle and the pasteurization of milk, it 
és not as Common BOW as it is im the past, but it is still « threet. It is carcty fatal in humans, but it 

is a debilitative disease. 


The Draft Environmental impact Study states that there have been no documented cases of 
buffalo transmitting brucellosis to cattle im the wild. in speaking to a virviogisi who specializes 
in disease transmission, | found that research is not done im the wild due to the fact that control 
factors that are essential to a good scientific study sre not able to be achieved under wild 
conditions. 


While attending the hearing im Gardiner, | heard it stated that Yellowstone National Park is not a 
z00 or a ranch and thet animals inside the park must be managed as wildlife. The key word here 
is “managed.” Wildlife numbers and discases are managed ovtside the park in a variety of 
different ways, yet, we are led to believe that it would not be politically correct to manage to 
Yellowstone National Park wildlife im the same ways. However, aside the park, fish population 
is managed through regulation; bears are managed by removal of problem bears, sometimes 
legally, and wolves are penned, vaccinated, moved, and removed. The non-management of large 
ungulates in the perk seems to be an arbitrary, politically motivated experiment that is not 
working. 


As far as the socioeconomic analysis contained in the Draft Environmental Impact Studies, we 
feel it is badly flawed. There is appositive data used in arriving st the conclusions concerning the 
value of bison. Also, the analysis comes to no conchusion as to the value of a disease-free, free- 
ranging bison herd. We would like to sce an amended analysis that includes the disease-free 
values. 


Several of the alternatives mentioned the purchase of surrounding private iand to expand the 
bison range. The receatly released National Academy of Sciences report indicates that this will 


lead to a bigger problem to take: care of later. Therefore, we oppose any alternative that inciudes 
the purchase of surrounding privete land as an option. 


Alternat ve cumber 7 suggests the management of Y ellowstons besan herd at between | 700 and 
2,500 animals. Although we applaad the effort to manage the range im the pask, thus does little 
eadicate brucellosis, altbough theve is lieth: data t support these oumbers. 


A study needs to be done detailing, the carrying capacity of wildlife im the park. | am aleo 
sossewhet concerned with the bison count. The May official acsial count was 2 478, which is the 
top ead of the management spectrum. The June count wes | 946 and is near the bottom of the 
range. With monthly flectsations like thie, management for a specific sumber would be seerly 
impossible. Aihough our mensbers arc not im favor of spovial management areas, if the Stute 
Veterinerian had the muthority tw revoke the SBM As or change the timc lines if other states or 
APHIS threatened to remove our clase-free stetus, we may consider thet ss an option. 


After reviewing the DEIS, we have determuned that the best alternative would be number 5, the 
aggressive eradication of brecellesis from the Yellowstoec National Park bison. Without 
breceliosis in the herd, end this is the importamt part, ail other issues become nonstarters, and 
we're not here today. 


Akernative number 7 may be acceptable if the Department of Livestock had the authority to 
manage the epecial management arcas. 


Alternatives 2 and 3 would be unacceptable to our members. Thank you for the opportunity to 
comment today. 
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Oral wstimony provided at the Gardiner Schoci (iS haty 29, 1998 


John Youngberg 
Miewenee Fare Buresa 


Pm John Youngberg, the director of member relations for he Montens Farm Burean. | am here 
Teprescating te more then 6,000 member femailes m Montana. 


Montane formers and renchers are very concamed with maintaining their class- free status 
regarding brucellosis. To that end, we have reviewed all the alternatives to try to determus: the 
plan that protects that status, s the most effective, and protects the long-term fete of 
Yellowstone Park. 


Beuceliosis is the problem. It is a nomnative discase Gant was introduced to the perk in the carly 
1900s. It causes wildlife and livestock to abort their unbom fetuses and can cocur m humans as 
undulamt fever. Due to the eradication of tr..:ellosis in cattle and the pasteurization of railk, it is 
Bot as common now as in the past, but it is still a threat. li is rarely fatal in humans but is 
sebiliteti 


The DEIS states that there have bern no documented cases of braceliesis transmitted from 
buffalo to cattle m the wild. | wondered about that, so | talked to a virologist that deals in 
discass transmission. He told me thet there are no documented cases in the wild because 
scientists rarely do stodies ia the wild, because they cannot have the control factors thet are very 
cesential to good scientific study and are not able to achieve that under wild cvaditions. 


Whale I was attending the meeting in Helena on Monday, | beard it mentioned Y ellrwstonc 
National Park is not s 200 or a ranch and animals meide the park must be managed as wildlife. 
We need to manage our wildlife as wildlife. I think the key word we need is “managed.” 
Wildlife mumbers and disease are roanaged outside the park in a variety of different ways, yet we 
are led to believe it would not be politically correct to manage wildlife in the park the same way. 


But inside the park, wo manage the fish population. We manage problem bears by removal of 
those bears. And wolves in the park have been permed, vaccinated, moved, and removed a 
sumber of times. The non-management of the large ungulates in the park seems to be an 


_ qebitrary, politically motivated experiment that is not working. 


The socioeconomic analysis contained in the DEIS is bedly flawed. There's a paucity of data 
used im arriving ot the conclusions couceming the value of bison. Also, the analysis draws no 
conchision as to the value of a disease-free, free-ranging bison herd. We would like to sec an 
amended analysis that includes the disease-free values. 


Several of the alternatives mentioned the purchase of surrounding private land to expand the 
bison range. The recently relcesed National Academy of Sciences report indicates that this is not 
an answer to the problem. [i would only lead to 2 bigger problem later. 


Alternative 7 suggests management of the Yellowstone buscn herd at between |, 700 to 2,500 
animals. Although we applaud that effort to manages the range im the park, this does litle to 
eradicate brucellosis. Also, there's little dats in sapport of the use of that range of mambers. A 
stady needs to be done detailing the carrying capacity in Yellowstone Park of not only bison but 
for all the wildlife. 


I'm a little bat concerned by the numbers that come out of the Park Service. The official May 
coant for bison wes 2,478 bison, which is near the top end of the apecerum. The June count of 
1,946 was near the bottom aad of the spectrum With monthly fluctuations, it's alnost 
imnpossible to manage for that range of wambers. 


our members are not in favor of special management areas, if the State veterinenan hed 
the authority to revokes the special numagement aves cr change the time lines if other states 
tveatened or APHIS threatened class-free stetus, we aught consider < as an optice. 


After reviewing the DEIS, we have determined thet the best alternative would be alternative 5, 
the aggressive eradicatica of traceliloas from Yellowstone bison. Without brucellosis m the 
herd, all the other issues become nonstarters. Alormative 6 may be acceptable if the Department 
of Livestock hed the euthority to manage the SMAs. Alternatives 2 und 3 would be unacceptable 
© ow meousbers. 


Thank you. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Colonial nn EE on July 27. 1998. 


Thamk you very much. For the second, my seme is ClMf Cen. | have s ranch outside of town 
here. I'm cn the board of directors for the Montane Farm Bureau and also a mamber of the 


Montans Stockgrowers. 


| went to very strongly emphasize thet there ave Gee points in this conflict, they are bruceliogs, 
bruceliosis aad bruceliosis. Brucellosis is s bemen health iesus. Prior w the pasteurizatios of 
milk and the Bangs vaccination of the cattle, endulam: fever was a very commen disease cf the 
human population. Since then, undulent fever hes become minimized and so you don't hear any 
more about the public concern fer it. If undulent fever wees minimized, then there would be 
myech more public concern for te eradication of braceliceis out of the bison herd. 


Brucellosis is aleo an aximal health ines. i's a reproductive problem. If it was a deformity 
problem such ss polio is in humans, the public concern would be totally different. If the public 
went to the park and saw s three-legged butthlo or a theeo-cyed buffalo, they'd be concerned and 
theo attitude about brucediosss would be totally different. 


Thisdly, brucellosis is an ecomousic issue. Montana now enjoys a brucelloss clase-frec stats. [f 
we were to lose thet clase-fres states, the sgricuitaral community would suffe: cconcmically 
very, very soverely. As an agricultural community gocs, 30 goes the state. 


APHIS is working on regionalizatice of their regaietions and states and that would meen that 
Montana would be put in with other states, and as Montana goes, 80 go the other states. So if 
Montane lost its clase-free stats, the whole region would lose its class-free statue and the 
ecomomnics of tha whole region would be affected. If you eliminate brucellosis, you 
the conflict. That has to be the aumber onc priority. 


Any quarantine fecilities must be in the park to minimise the conflict within the agricelteral 
consmaunity and the outside imtcresis, and 20 land ecquasitions avast be made, that jest expands 
the problem, it doesn't elinsinete &. | support Alternatives 5 or 6. Thank you. 
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| have reviewed the Draft Exetomnental bupect Seetemare for tu Interegensy Bizon Management Plan for the 
State of hdoesana and Yellosstone National Perk. | offu wy comments for your consideration. - 


1. Impacts 0 water quality were net evaineted: Eeah of the EIS altematives will cesuht im varying sams of be 
tusan population Bisou population aime aad ths greming dietiivation of te binen affinct waser quality m the strcems 
af \ ellowstene Nenound Part and the Gaiintia Notional Fesest. Gaoumive manber of bince will dayrade ~oter 
quailty, which is prohibited by the Cleun Water Act. The National Pesk Services and U.S. Forest Service arc required 
to comply with the Clean Weeer Act. The EJS needs to addvens the water quality ampasts of cach akteraatve. 
Current auenbers of binon and thew presunt management we degrading water quality of Yellowstone Nancesl Part. 
Mearns 0) comsing Wo cewek sediment \ exeer the sponse. 


2 Umpacts 0 threateacd, endangered, and sensitive fuh species were act evaluated: The varying sisc3 of 
sce populetion thet wilt eeonit fem the 7 alternatives will affect fish weourves within thc xzreme of Yeowstne 
Nationa! Park and the Gallatin National Fosest, potentially inchading several fish species of spscial concem. The 
National Enviconmental Policy Act and te Badungered Species Act sequise the Natiounl Part Service and U.S. 
Forest Service to evabuste these potential mapacts. The EIS aseds to edcvess fizh impacts of cach sitemstive. 


3. Impacts t threatened, endangured, and sensitive plant species wore act evaluated: The Naticaal 
Envisonrneneal Policy Act and the Species Act sequise evahustion of potential impecs to decaned, 
cadaagered. and sensitive plant species. population sae and tee crazing distribution of biscs 

affec: plant health within Yellowsone National Park and the Gellstia Metional Fosest. The EIS needs w address the 
ples beat impacts of exch alornative. 


4 Impacts to vegetative and their efhet: cn visual resourens were not evelunted: Vegsztion resources are 
affected by bison populstion size and graning distribution. The health, sbundance, diversity, end botanical 
composition of plaads on the landscape affect the viewshed within Yellowswee Natives! Perk and the visun! 
expertence of park visitors. Current bison pupalation sizy and bisen management ure dagracing vegetation resources 
aad relesed aesthetics within Y eitywstone Netionel Pash. 


im semmary, | urge ETS teem members t comply with fadeonl law and address the impacts of cach alternative upoa 
te vegetation. water. and fish resources within Yellowstone Natfonal Park and the Gallatin National For est. 


Smeerely, 
Jeff Mosley. Ph.D. 
Associate Professor of Range Science & 


Extension Range Management Speialist 
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Thank you for this opportunity to testify. My name is Den Ross. I'm a foarth-generation rancher 
ftom seuth of Chmook, Montana. | do also serve as a director of Montane Stock growers 
Association, which represents more then 3,500 ranchers and cattle producers across the stats of 
Morgans. 


My family hes been m the livestock business in this state for over 110 years. In that ime, we've 
taken the reaponsibility of caring for the land very seriousty. Since we zely on healthy stands of 
grasses, we concfally preserve tham by controlling grazing and momiioring range condition. 


in inte June 1998, I had the opportunity to visit Yellowstone National Pesk for the Gret time in 
years. And I must wil you, I was greatly distusbed by the range conditions bat J saw. In 1973, I 
took a trip through the park. | didn't see mach wildlife untess it happened to be standing up. The 
ee en naa be, 

had no trouble sesing wildlife, even as small 23 te gophers and the ants. There was little grass 
taf and almcet 20 brush. 


a a ee ye ae rey wagner 
hteragency Bison Management Pian to find Gat the National Park Service doss not requise 
Yellowstone Natonal Purk to ese range caammgement practices vhich heve bece proven aa 
petvate ard other lands. These practices are the same thet | or uy other rancher would be 


required t employ if we leased grazing rights on federal lands. 


Bt costednly soeme to mo that the National Park Service neust figure out the total carrying capacity 
of Yellowstene National Pazk for both clk end bieon. The carrying capacity of various ranges 
within Yellowstone National Perk svat also be established. The Nationnl Acadamy of Sciences 
suport on “Beucaiicsis in the Greater Yellowstens Area” states, on page 120, "Although 
bravelivets hes catalyzed the revent controversy. the fendamental issue is the need to reapoad to 
burgeonmg hisca mumbers that are overfiewing perk boundaries.” 


ANameatives 2, 3, snd 7 all propose the scquisiticn of additional lands. The same Nations! 
Academy of Sciences report states, on page 122, The likely consequences (sic) of shifting the 
boundary of protection from Yellowstone Netional Park to serrounding public lands is thet 
Wason, and peshapes elk, populations will simaply incscnse farther, shifting the boundary 0 a new 
post — private lands - where oven greater numbers of bison will have to be dealt with. 


Additicrally, thes slterastives de not move toward the eradication or prever:iion of brucellosis. 
For this reesen, | would oppose theee alternatives. Putting snide the probiem of not managing 
bason and efk mumbers and the subscquant problems of range, niparien, and water degradation, 
Wrucelicsis is the main reason thet | speak before you today. The eradication of bracelicsis in 


26/ 


arumals or woduieat fever in humans hes been the primary goal of the cooperative stute and 


| perecunlly know three individuals who contsacted uadelant fever durmg the fight to eradicate 
the disease from livestock herds in Bisins County, Montane. Their exposures occurred during the 
mid "70s, and they still suffer from varying éegsees of debilitation. For their sake, | implore 

you pot to let a reservoir of brucellosis remain in Yellowstone National Park. The fight to 
eradicate the disease is very nearly complete im all the other states. U.S. Animal Health 
Associstion, American Veterinary and Medical Association, and all the state vetorinerians should 
have direct impet into the Exvzonmentel Impact Sutement. 


| support a corabesstion of sisemmatives 5 and 6, which would imclade the testing of all 
Yellowstone National Park bison, quarantine of exposed bison in s facility imercomnacted to the 
park, vaccination of alll nogative-testing bison, slaughter of alll ison testing positive for the 
descase. 


The net result of these effovts will yield s healthy bison berd in the park that all Americans can 
be proad of. A healthy bison herd could alse provide a source of revenus for the park but protect 
Montans's ranching and livestock industry, which contributes $1 billion to the state's economy 
each yenr. 


I would like to thank you for this opportunity to address these issues and say that other Montana 
Stockgrower mesabers will be submuttiag written comments. 
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name 1s Donne Sstz, and ['m a rancher 
whack is t Our sole mcome comes from cattle. We 
take being a good land seward case of hs lend mesns it will take care of 
ws. We work herd cach year managing and tnomiforing the land and doing what is necessary to 
preserve the land for the next generation. Our family is the fourth generation on the land. 


After reading the Draft Exvirommental _ ect Statement for bieon manage;nent im Y ellowstone, 
| am bothered that the Netional Park Service dues net required sisailar responsibilities for 
Yellowstone Park. Unfortunately, there is no carrying capacity thet hes been catablished by the 
National Park Service as t the mamber of bison the perk lends can support and still remain s 
vieble natural resource. is this managieg cur resowsces? As a rancher, if ] were to operate ia this 
manner, overgrazing the resource wutil severe degradation, | would undoubtedly be owt of 
busineus socom. The expanding bison populatica 1s too large for the park t© support has been 
noted by the release report on “Brucellosis in the Greater Y cllowstone Area.” This report was 
commissionsd by U.S. Secretary of interior Bruce Babbitt. The faces should be taken seriously. 
When 0 nasa winter bits, these animals will be forced out of the park. And i/ the numbers are act 
managed, there will be ongoing problems with no soludca anti] coutrolling bison numbers is 


Alternatives 2, 3, and of the Draft Eavwoamentel impact Statement saggest acquiring additonal 
winter range north of Gerdiner and possibly m the west beundary area in the acar futare through 
parchass of grazing rights, ececments, or properties. This so-called solution is unacceptable to 
Montana's ranching families. By expending boundaries on which bison woukd be allowed te 
wander the problern of expending bison population wouk caly be perpetuated over time. 


Even Bruce Babbat's own commission study cautions agamst cxpansion of tyson management 
arens. As sted on page 122 of the brucellosis stedy, The likely consequence of siniftimg the 
boundary of protection from Y cllowstune Park to surrounding public lands 1s that bison 
populations will simply increase farther, stufting the boundary to a new pomt. Public lands for 
oven greater wambers of bison will have to be dealt with. 


ln addition, alternatives 2, 3, and do aot move toward the eradication or prevention of bracelions 
and place cattle producers in Montema and idaho at groster nisk for diseese trensmmeston end 
ecogemic sanctions from APHIS, under regionalization or other state animel health authorities. 


A canrying capacity for bison in Yellowstone Park mrest bc cstebliched esing complete and 
provea science. Akhoagh the E:xvironmental Impact Staterent suggests te park car carry 
between 1,700 and 35- beson, very litte analysis is mcluded im this range of mambers. And these 
mumbers are not considered in the exvirommental consequences’ section of the Draft 


POA 


Baviroamental impect Sreement whch eee ra 
endangered species. Y ellowstone Park has to be . A grating program 

basoe has to be followed along with an aggressive brucelioms eradication program implemented, 
or these issues will not be resotved. 


As one of Montana's ranching families, we are supportive of the combenahen alternatives and 6, 
which would inclade the testing of ef Yellowstone National Park bison, the quarantine of 
exposed bison, the vaccination of aii magatrve-testing bison, and siaughter of al busen testing 
positive for the disease. The end results will mean a healthy and visble Ycllowstone bison herd 
and protectice for Moatene's ranching families, whe contribute billion to the state's economy 
each year. If something is not done, Yellowstone National Park's probleme will only increase. 
Thank you for the opportunity to speak on this issue during the beering. 


SLNAWWOZ) 


8 


at the Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Cone, 
August 25, 1998 


Comment No. 14847 
Chartes F. Puller 
Meatana Steckgrowers Asseciation 


My name is Charies Fuller. I'm making this statement as a rancher and as a director of the 
Montana Stockgrowers Association. | graze cattle in both Montana sad Wyoming. 


With the presence of brucellosis in the bison in Yellowstone and a lack of s program to eradicate 
brucellosis in the bison herd, the movemest of livestock is being jeopardized by the possible loss 
of the classification as a bruceilosie-free state. Montana and Wyoming livestock producers 
worked hard to achieve and masntaim this standing. 


] support alternatives 5 and 6 as outlined in the Draft EIS. These alternatives involve the 
eradication of brucellosis in the bison herd through testing, the removal of diseased animals, and 
vaccination of the bison herd. 


1 oppose alternatives 2 and 3, as acquiring additional range will not eradicate brucellosis. In 
addition, the testing and quarantine facilities should be maintained within the exterior boundaries 
of Yellowstone Park to eliminate further potential of spread! 1g of the brucellosis discase. 


This is act just a problem for Montana, Wyosning, and Idaho, but a national problem, as this is a 
national park. It is visited by many tourists. It should be remembered thet brucellosis can be 
spread to humans in the form of undulant fever. 


Yellowstone's park should be the showcase of the country. It should have a healthy bison 
population and outstanding management of the grazing resources with it, with the number of 
bison being matched to the svailable forage within the exterior boundaries of Yellowstone Park. 


Oral at the lun Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Center, 5500 hid:and 
25, 1998 

Comment Ne. 14853 

Ket Babes 

Meatana Steckgruwers Asseciaties 


My name is Keith Bales. I'm a vice presidem of the Montana Stookgrowers Association. And | 
think everybody holds reverence for the buffalo; but having said that, | think maybe part of the 
Teverence should be that we should clean the buffalo herd from the disease that was imported 
from Europe. "m sure thet the Northern Cheyenme or any other Indian reservation or anybody 
else that has buffalo woulda’ like to have brucellosis in their herd. And | ¢hink that that is onc of 
the primary things thet we nocd to consider ia this EIS and going forward with it, is the fate of 
the buffalo. 


We have a population of buffalo that are discased. And for the good of that herd, for the good of 
ali herds of cattle and buffalo throughout the nation, and maybe, more importantly, for the good 
of the health of the people of this country, we need to clean up that herd. 


Brucellosis in humans is undulant fever, an incurable, insidious discase. And the primary reason 
that an eradication program was sel up was to protect the human health of the citizens of the 
United States. 


And | find it somewhat unbelicvable thal onc system of our govermment or one agency of our 
goveroment would go against thet and refuse to clean up this disease out of the bison. | think that 
the first thing thet has to be done before anything clue can be done is to eradicate brucellosis 
from the bison in Yellowstone Park. And so ! thimk either alternative 5 or 6 need to be adopted. 


I think the rest of the solutions, the population sumbess, with care of the park, whether or not we 
inant them or not, those solutions will be easy. And we can all work together to come to some 
Mutual understandings if we have a clean herd in Yellowstone. Thank you. 


SUOLININSU] JOUOYDINPY puv uoyvoziuvsZi-C) 


I nm a second generation cattle rancher from Southwestern Mootena. My family hes been on the 
ranch since 1910. [ am also second vice president of the Montana Stock growers. 


There ere three major priorities we seed to accomplish with the bison management plan ss fax as 
the livestock industry goes. We need to climinete brucellosis in the Yellowstone Park bison in 
the nzxt five years. We need to be commited to « Veocination, testing, and slaughter plan that 
will eliminate brucellosis. And if the quarantine facility is used, it aceds to be used to climinate 
NESE SENSU Se Cae Gers 


Land or essement acquisition which is proposed im Alternatives 2, 3, and 7 docs not address any 
movement toward eradication or pisvention of bruceliosts which would put the livestock 
industry m Montana and Idaho under greater risk with a larger area closer to domestic livestock 
contact, expecially when you start talking about APHIS regulations and regionalization 
documents. It docs aot address over population of bieon and clk in the Park and would lead to 
overgrazing and resource degradetion in an even larger area. And addressing the socioeconomic 
analysis, how were the methodology and assumptions arrived af? 


Two, there is a lack of data specific to bison. Aad, three, the economic ramifications to the 
livestock industry of Montana, Wyoming, and idaho on a statewide basis is not analyzed. And, 
four, it does not analyze the value of a dissese-free bison herd under Alternatives 5 and 6. 


Theve has been millions of dollars spent ia the past years on the eradication of bruceilosis in 
Montana and in the United States. Montana is presently brucellosis free in domestic livestock 
and the U.S. will be tree by the Year 2000. 


Undulant fever, which is s human disease caused by the brucellosis bacteria, is a very serious, 
incurable illmess. in the pas: before eradication procedurcs aad vaccination, a large number of 
veterinarians and deiry operators were infected. The last two cases | know of in Montana were _ 
hunters who picked it up from mfected elk. 


We really need ‘o get real here and do something about the problem. At the present time 
Montaaa cannot come to agreement with North Dakota on a border pasturing agreement because 
of the threat of the brucellosis in bison m Yellowstone National Park. 


If brucellosis is not eliminated in the next five years in the Park, it could be very detrimental 
cconomically to the livestock industry in the states surrounding the Park. It could also have quite 
ap effect on the wildlife oriented recroation. 


To me it's a0 night to manage a natural treasure like Yellowstone Nations! Park viewed by 
thousands of peuple overy year unde: natural raguiemons without some land of reahsnc 
reguiation t0 preserve the resource. 


It's hard for me to concede that this country’s socisty would put political and social agendes in 
from of human health and its ability w prodace food for ts people. Thank you. 


Cre estmany provided ot Yellowstone Conference Hocet, IIIT on Anegust i 3. 
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Comment Ne. 14939 

Aden, Compal 

Wisntana Steckhgrewws Associating 

Good afternoon. My name is jason Campbell, and Im hare today representing the Montana 
Stock growers. 


T'd bike to thank tino National Park Service end the Montana Depestrnent of Livestock aad 
everybody else involved in the EIS writing. it's rather lengihy document. A lot of work has 
gone into that. And | think we all need to book at the insues that that pesticuler document raiecs. 


The livestock industry in Montana is no stranger to the brucellosis issue. We spent millions of 
dollars over the years trying to eradicate it from our hesda, and we slenghtered thousands and 
thousands of livestock within Montane to get rid of this disease. 


As we head into this now brucellosis issue with Yellowstone Park bison, we aced to keep mm 
mind that we neod to stay focused on the issue here. And the issue is bison management, but the 
overall overriding issue is the eradication of brucellosis in this herd. This is not a battic over 
grass. I's not a bettie over wildlife habiest. It's not on issue over public lends. It's a disease 
issec. And that's what we need to keep focused on. 


The Citizens’ Pian, Pian B, the Bison Pian, | sens, thoee are great bison management plens, but 
they don't cut to the quick, which is eradication of this disease in the Yellowstone Perk bison 
herd. We need to focus on that. The NAS report that was just released here recently clearly 
states that brucellosis in Yellowstone Park bison is a threat to the Montana, Wyoming, and ideho 
livestock industry. 


We span over $30 million in Montana alone trying to gst rid of brucellosis. We spend about 
$10 million every year, between those three states, vaccinating cattle for this disease. By the 
year 2005, Yellowstone Park will be the only source of this discase im the lower 48 states. And 
we need to address that. And once we get rid of that discess issue in Yellowstone Park bison — 
everybody is worried about the elk — the elk will clean themselves up over time. Elk don't caive 
the way bison calve. They don't fanction the way bisoe fanction. The elk will rid themselves. 
It's been done. It was done in Wind Cave National Pack. And there will be some other folks 
here later on today that will probably testify to that. 


We cermot underestimate the human risk element to this. You heard Dr. Sorensen speek. | 
mean, talk t0 amy vet. There's a lot of vets around here thet are 65, 75 years old, and a lot of 
them know vets thet have undulent fever. Aad it's not a fum disease. If's a very serious disease. 
And we need to make sure that thet human risk is also taken care of. 


With regards to Bob Ross's testimony about natural resources end natural resource mamzagement 
within Yellowstone Park, I heard some cartier, some eartier comments about abused public land. 


You can go isto Yellowstone Park now, and you will sce in the Lamar Valley one of tee most 

overgsazed, ebused pieces of real estate in this tres-ctete area. I's a mens. I's a horrible mens. 
And it's a mess because we've got too many elk and too many boson. Aad if we don't address 

that issue, we're going to keep on heaving more wildlife managument issues crop up. 


The Department of Interior is beating the livestock imdustry over Ge bead over thenc issues about 
peoper functioning condition im ciperian areas. And yet, you can go Up into Yellowstone Park 
and there's ournevous areas within Ycllowstanc Pesk where the dparian usees are nonfenctional. 
| mean, if the livestock industry grased their animals ths way Yellowstone Park is renaing those 
wildlife herds, we'd be in jeal. t would be on absobete crime. Aad we need to address that. 


Anyway, as we kind of move trough this thing, thens's, there's three or four things that have to 
be addeessed through this whole bison issue. One of them, we must clearly coment 
to the, the eradication of brucellosis within te Yellowstune Park Boosystem. We need to adopt 
8 quarantine, testing, and slaughter. Once animals ave, ave infected, there is no treatment for this 
discase. They have it, they carry it until they dic. And @e only way we can get rid of # is © 
aoe animals and remove the ones thet do test positive. That's ths only wey 
to pet 


We also need to come wp with an effective vaccine that can be isaplamented in the eenr, the near 
future. We can't wait 15 years while the Park Service comes up with what they consider to be a 
workable vaccine. Wo've got workable vaccines now, we just have to implement using them. 


And we ceed o tong dams commniinen managing eutenend eenuen wii Ge 
Yellowstone Boosystem. 


T thank you for the time. 


Oral testimony provided at the Gardiner School, II july 29, 1998. 


Thank you for this opportussity to be here today. My mame is Jim Peterson. Im a rancher from 
paver Tin also the executive vice premdeut of the Montana Stock Growers 
Association, which represents mere than 3,590 ranchers and cattic rasners from throughout 
Montene. 


As a lifelong land sewerd nayself, | take ssepousibility fx the necural resources that have teen 
eutrested to me very seriously. As a rancher who deponds on healthy grasses for my cattle, | 
work hard to preserve them rom year t year through comoiled grazing management and 
carefisl moustoring. If | didu't do these things, I'd be quickly oat of busunces. 


On my ranch today, I'm currently in my fourth yeas of six years of a conservation program. If 
don’t maintain good riparian water development, | won't qualify to participate im the Great Plains 
Couservetion Program. After reading the EIS, I'm troubled that the National Park Service doesn’t 
requise simailes responsibilities for Y ellowstove Park. 


The basic guideline for any rancher's grazing program is developing a graring capacity for the 
land, meaning the suber of animals i can enfely graze without threatening the number of 
animals or seriously threatening the health of the vegetation. Unfortunately, there's no carrying 
capacity established by the Nationa! Park Service as to the number of bivon the park lands can 
support and still maintain as 2 vieble natural resource. 


In many ranchers’ eyes, this is really an outrage. As a rancher, if] were t& operate in this 
manner, overgrazing By resources until severe delrydration occurred, | would be shut down, and 
1 would be criticized for abusing the land. 


Two springs ago, when the snow molted, the park was im a severe degraded condition. If you 
don't believe it, just go to some of these closures nut far from here. 


This kind of management iv not happening in Yellowstone Fark deupite the fact that an 
expanding tisos population too large for the park to support has been noted by the recently 
released Netional Academy of Science report on brecelioais in the greater Yellowstone ares. 
This report was commissioned by U.S. Secretary of the Interior Bruce Babbitt. 


On page 120 of the NAS report, it states, and I quote, “Although brucellosis has catalyzed the 
recent coatroversy, the fundamental issue is the need to reapond to the surging bison manbers 
that are overflowing their boundaries.” 


The NAS report is also critical of Cac national regaiation policy in place in Yellowstens, which 
has vecn ineffective in manssinag the maternal resources within the park and, also, mainvaineny 
a bison herd population that the puck ieelf can sustem. 


As the report reeds on page 120 and 121, “Natural regulation of bisva in Yellowstone appears 
unlikely. Comtrol of bison numbers presents difficult choices thet hed w be addressed in the 
recemt pest and probedly will have to be addresred again. As long as the ostural regulation 
policy %s followed, increasing etk sud bison populations will stevtch the winter capacity of 
Yellowstons; and, s! least in harder winters, the anknals will be foeced out of the park.” 


Alternatives 2, 3, and 7 of the draft ELS suggest acquiring additional wister range north of 
Gardiner end possibly on the west boundary, and, in the noer fature, theough purchesing grazing 
ights, ewsemments, or property. By expending the boundaries ou which bison would be allowed 
to wander, the problem of expending bison populations would only perpetuate overs ime. Even 
Brace Belsbitt's own commissioned stedy cautions against acpanding the bison management 
areas. 


On page 122 of the brucellosis study, it sexys, aud 1 quote, “The Hkely consequence of shifting the 
boundary of protection from Yellowstone Park to surrounding public lends is that bison 
populations will simply increses farther, shifting the boundary to s new point, public lands, 
where even greater sumbers of bison will have to be dealt with.” 


In addition, Alsernatives 2, 3, and 7 do not move toward the axadication and prevention of 
brucellosis and place cattle prodacers in Montana and Ideho at risk of diseases wanemission and 
economic sumcti.as from APHIS or other state animal health authorities. 


Montana cattlemen have spent out of their own pocksts $34 million since 1934 tw eradicate 
bauceliosis. This husa' been gmeral taxpayer mousy and continuss to not be general taxpayer 
moacy. It's dnough cattle ssecesments thet catilemen pay year efter year. Nationwide, cattlemen 
have spent over $5 billion eradicating brucellosis, out of thet: own pockets. 


We're nine herds away from being free and clear. The carrying capacity for bison m the park 
nonst be treated through proven science. These are basic questions thet | cx any reputable land 
manages has to acidrees when developing s graxing program for cattle, end Yellowstone Park is 
certainly not exempt. Unti! these issues are fully addressed and the population is fully eddressed, 
this issue will never be resolved. 


LOE 


Oral tautimeny provided ot the Colonial inn EEN on July 27, 1998. 


My uname is Jescn Campbell and I'm hess today repscccating the Montana Stockgsowers. Tn 
aino have today vepresenting more than 3,500 conchers snd cuttic regions from throughout 
Meataua. I wish to expeess my gutitads t the Park Service, USDA, ths Montana Depertment of 
Livestock and tho US Fosest Service fhr this epportunity to comment on the propcsed 
aberastives discussed im the ETS. Our testamony here today will be limited to some of the 
goeneeel issues enseciated with the bison brecellosis managunent within the Yellowstone 
ecosystem. 


Bracelicas is 2 highly comtagieus disease that hes the potential to affect snany classes of 
livestock and auaneseus other wildlife species, inchndang bison and elk. Its bemen heath risks 
ave aloo signifireat in the fem of endulemt fever. bt may even represent a significant threat to the 
health and weifase of other wildlife species such as grizsly bears and welves who alzo 
occupy the vast ranges beth and cutaide Yollowstoac National Park. The diecase has beer 
present im the Pask‘s bieon heed since it was discovered in Montana in 1934. 


While significant efforts to eradicate brucellosis have deen tking place outside Y cilowstone 
Park, very lithe efflost, if any, hes been extended within the Pask to manage this discase. Costs 
for the eradication of bracellosis since 1934 inchede more then $30 million spent in Montesa 
alone. The federal government has spent another $5.4 billion sad the nation's livestock 
pooducers Groughout the remaining 50 states have spent over $5.2 billion for a grand total of 
$10.7 billion te eradicate brucellosis from our nation. 


Over the next few yours, the USDA estimates the entire United States livestock industry will be 
breceilosis free and the last remaising pool of tracelis bacteria will be Yellowstone National 
Perk. Is it not appropriate that the Park Service and everyone else arsociate with the 
management of the resources in and around the park make the sume coumnitment to ensure tha 
thas last remaining source of the dissese is cleaned up es quickly and as cost effectively as 
poasibie? 


The nationally scoepted for the eradication of brucellosis im our national livestock 
heed has been working for the past 64 years. Taking its valuable experience to heart, we think 
this methodology could be actively employed to eradicate the disease in the Yellowstone 
National Park bisca hesd. Applying this methodology to the Yellowstnac Park herd would 
inchade testing all bison for bracellosis, removing to slaughter of ail positive-testing bisoa, 
quareatine of ell discased-exposed bison until testing ensures thet they are disear: free, and 
vaccination of all nogative-testing bison using Swraia 19. The USDA requires all states who wiah 
t maintain their breceliceie-tree states w tent every individual animel within any berd thet nay 
heve been exposed to the disease. If a single animal is found to heave the disease, the entire herd 
must be destroyed. This clearty csteblishes a lesser standard for bison within Yellowstone 
National Park, most of which have been clearly exposed to the disease. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Colonial inn GE on July 27, 1998. 


We are ant asking for the extizve Yellowetens Pask bison hand to be deswoyed. in fact, Ge 
livestock industry is shongly suppertive of having s brocelicats-thec beson heed. Think of whet 
can be bestowed epen other ressusce concerns if we step sponding ssilhens of 
dolisss on samuel vaccines and testing ths irvestock industry and hundreds of thousands of 
éolless we spend anch year wanaging infested biren os they ccame owt of Yellowtine Nehonal 
Past wto Mostaus and idabo 


On page 264 of the BIS, the ust present value of the Yellowstens Nations! Pusk bison herd is 
addressed but the vaine of s Gisseso-hees bison herd is not mentioned. Think of tee wus valus 
at this herd could poss to the Amaricen public if tis bisen herd wan, in fact, disease Ges. 


Based on ow peoliminary evalusnen of the BIS, we ave suppostive of a combination of 
Abteruntives 5 and 6, whsich wusid imobede the testing of ull Nations! Pask bison and quesmetining 
of exposed bison and vaccination of all cogative-csting bison. Thank you for the appostanity to 
comment. 


Oral tastimeny provided at the Colonial ina EINE on July 27, 1998. 
Camumant Ke. 15306 
Se Peneme 


Benmene Meshgrewens Ansocistien 


‘Thesk you wry much. My name is Yam Petseen, | am 0 rancher Gem central Momana and sien 
the enceutive vico-prendans of tee Mcatema Stockyowers Association. 


Ou page ax end seven of the enecutive eameary of the EIS, it tates Gut, “The agencies that 
pospered this EIS hove agseed that cach alternative mast mest the following dejectives,” und 
Gave ave tine chjectives listed. Namba: four is Gs commitment to the eventual climinaticn of 
Wwussilesis m bison and other wikdiide. Why is this eupertunt—tenceliosic? | would ie & qacts 
Seen ths National Academy of Science Repest that was just selansed two weeks agp. This sapert 
wes commissioned by ths Seceutary of Interior, Broce Babbitt. Page two describes wucsilesn, 
"ls can be wanemitied ses in humens. Bt is usually characterized by 2 finctunting body 
temperature. Alhough moty lumen brucellosis is secusvent end debilitating. The success 
of weating individual: varies widely. A life-long infection in eet unnseel Fhemen brecelioas 
wot widespread health issee today im Nost Avnenice beosuss of efforts te eradicate brucelises in 


pa ee BR ae oe er ee 
a aD 


The probiem bere is brucellosis. The proposed Cleinens’ Pian does act address the problem, it 
avoids the problem. if we're serious about reducing confliet, wo auest address tre problem. it 
started off becanss of the human expects of it, and the catiie industry hes worked very hard fer 
many, many years to cluninate the problem. We're just asking the Park Service and Yellowstone 
be a good neighbor. 


Alteunatives 2,3 sad 7 proposs acquisitica of lands north of Gardiner, but these acquisitions éo 
wot provide amy movement toward dissase eradication or prevention. These acquisitions place 
@e cattle industry in Moutana and idaho af s greater rink from disease Wanemission sad 
ecomcsaic sanctions from APHIS under reginalizstion or ofber state enamel health axthoriics. 
Acquisitions would ect improve the .deatios of overpopulation by bison xd ok in Yellowstone 
Pask. Acquisition would lead to continued recarce degradation by overgrazing an even larger 
re 


We also hear shout seas. All alternatives except Alternative 5 propose 
areas wound Yellowston: Park where certain bison usay be tolerated in varions sens during 
certain times of te year. The question we should ask is how the allowance of 

bison 3 tolerable andar APHIS oa clese-fres states. We cannot have this double 
standard that's cropped up all of the sudden ia the Giscuasive of this BBS in teuns of low-risk, 


high-risk bison. We never beard that term entil tis EIS process started t come to ihston. 
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Ora! sansimeny provided at the Colonial inn EB on July 27, 1998. 


We must sk if ShAs ase peopeced that Gay be under ths axthonlty of he Menta Stuts 
Vetesinerion in tems of which animals ase tolezsted and when ofl eximais will bc removed ex 
semumed to the park. This has to be addressed os a disease invzs under he contsol of he State 
Veterinarian should other state vets sanction Meutena cattis becouse of SMA dengasticns, what 
measuses shoald be hen, will be thm  sevele the SMA designation. In actuality, SM As 
mumely expan. | ths boundaries of the park, k just coartes move badier seems. SB4As incresse the 
tie of dimase renemsonion Wy making he proxinsity of bieem & cattle mavoqmabis dae to cathe 
cocupying pris ts lend and fodweal allotsnents on oc new these Sh4As. 


i com te Notions! of Scuace 
its important i vute oe —— or <= ~~ ge 


to dsing that 4:1. cay of ho cthen. Thank you vary ash. 


RE: Comowats On YNP Bison Management EIS 
Dear Sah: 


On behalf of the 3,200 members of the Montana Steckgrowers Association. | renpectfally 
sabenit the ettached coamments on tho shove noted EIS. We hope our couments are of 
some benedit, os you end the other agencies imvolved im the decision making process 
begin to sift Geough the issues, problems, and new altzzantives thet have boen propesed 
rough the comment period. 


We appreciated the time that you end your staff have imvasted in addressing this criti:al 
insue to the Montana, Wyoming, and Idako livestock imdestries, and we hope tha: good 
science, and spend dissase managemest principles can be upplied to this significant 
animal bealth issue, both within and ssound Yellowstone National Park. We ase hopeful 
a truly workable solution to this difficult problem will come from this lengtity and often 


eldontl 
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Yellowstone Nethenal Pork Bison Mumageasent Draft EIS 
Livestock ladustry leven sed Connnsats 
Déontems, Stochgrewers Assvabriion 
Octeber 1, 1998 


The establishment of a tstel commitment to the eradication of brucsiiesis within the 
Gronter YeRowetenc Econyutum. 


The ivestock industry, federal animal health and disease eostrol agencies, aed state 
livestock sad veterinary health agencies made a commaiiacnt to emdisats benceliceis in 
the US Dairy and Beef cattic hesds over sixty yours ago. To data, billions of dolless have 
been spent on the effect to eradicate Gas dissess in cur nations cattle herd. Millises of 
@omentic lrvestook have bee weted, vecoinased, and held ander quarestios. Hundveds of 
Gousand of infected or exposed cottie have bean sent to slaughter, os once Gary we 
infecesd with wruceliome it in not cueble. AR this has been aesompliched in an offert © 
ecadicate this devastating Gisvess fiom our sation's cattle, end to protect the American 
people from ths samen equivalent of this livestock disease knowe ss undalent fover. The 
commitment to emdicate this disease by the livestock industry, and federal and stens 
livestock management agencies is wxwovering, and oar offests have brought us te the 
point whese this discase in domestic livestock is Hanitad to a very anal umber of 
casefsily managed cattle tuseds, in just a fow states. We anticipate ths Gecane will be 
completely eliminated i: cur antions cattle hard shortly after the tum of the century. 


Unfortunately the last holdout for this disease that is net being cumently managed or 
regulated is the sesidem bison mad ofk herds of the Greater Yellowstens Ecosystem ln 
order to ensure breceiliceis is completely ecadicated from US soll we suet csuse this last 
bold out for tris disses: is elec carefally managed, until ic is eradicated in bison and elk 
as well. The eradication process will be impossible to complete until all pasties axseuined 
with te memagement of cur disco and olf, herds, inchading tee Department of bnterine, 
and the Notional Park Service, clearly ecknowtedge Geir renpeasibiiities for ths 
Glisnination of this disease in bison and ek. This commitment hes been mads before, and 
Wind Cave National Park is « good example of how quickly bruseliesis can be commrolied 
ia wildlife popuistions if the wildiis managers covamut thomeatves to obtemeng tent goul. 
The livestock industry, and the stats end fodesel animal health regulatory agencies have 
secently -waffismed thais osmenioment to aggreuively manage tain discaut outuhde of 
Yello-wstens National Paxk, but without the same commitennat to sumage it within the 
Park, we all never be rid of the huume, Avestock and wildlife threats xt reprenents. 


The establishment of presedures for the quarentine, testing, and removal of infected 
subnals (clanghter), and the inplementation of un eflsettve vaccination program. 


Tried and trus methodologies for eddreasing the eradication of this discare have bees 
established through it: effective management within the nutinen beef and dowry herds, and 
livestock inchestry realized many years ago that cue single course of action will not sasult 
in the eradication of this dissase. These historic brucelinsis managemenvesndicatios 
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practices have inctuded both the quaruatine and testing of oli auimals exposed io (ix 
duzcase, along with the sensoved (sheughtor) of all positive cotiug animals, aad tis 
vesctnatien of all now-cxposed or negative testing animals. It in imperative that Natoual 
Pack System officiais aggressively pusvue opportunities to sumage this disease within th: 
bosdess of Yellowstons Nationa! Pask. Without on “in the Park” testing, semoval, and 
vecctuation program, the opportunities to manage this disease will be greatly reduced. 
The iden a uf truly foce ranging bison herd should focus on this effori, and the realization 
@at as long 0s the herd is infacted with brucellosis any thee Opportumbes are 
simply act be achievable. A vacciastion psogsam alone will at Gris dizense 2 


Quarantine faciliues must be located inside or immediately adjacent to Yollowstoac 
National Park, and must be only developed and used in conjunction with a brucellosis 
eradication program. Control actions associated with exposed or potentially infected 
bison muust be limised to the imanediate vicinity of the park, im csder to prevent the 
poteatial infection of domestic livestock er other wildlife species thet seasonally use other 
public lands that surround ths park. Designating buffer zones or special management 
areas (SMMAs) outside the pask for exposed or potentially infected bison, or locating a 
qusrentine facility in any aves cutsids the immediate proximity of the park, only increases 
the potential risk for the spread of infection assung other wildlife or domestk: animals. 
Quasantine facilities cutside the ienrzediate vicknity of the park would also result in 
considerable risk to the individual state in which such ¢ facility would be located, and 
could leave any state with a bison quarantine facility subject to livestock export/import 
restrictions or sanctions by other states. 


The removal (slaughter) of infected anix.sais that leave the park is a critical clemsent °> we 
overall management of brucellosis in the Guenter Yellowstons Ecosystem. No ome wi: 
to ses bison being shot, or sent to slaughter us they leave the snactuary of Yellowston: 
Park, but these comwol practices are the seality of addressing this disesse menageme: 
issue im a time frame that allows for the effective contsol of infected animals. Slaughs:. 
has bees a very effective wol in the eradication of the disease im domestic animals, anc 
the livestock industry has committed itesif to the depopulation of infected herds for many 
yeers, which hes act been sequised of the Yellowstone Park wildlife herds. This is a 

concession that the industry and the state and federa) discase comtrol agencies 
have tolerated for the benefit of the wildlife population: wiih. .») park, and it represents 
a significa departuse from our waditional brucellogis 2 4° 4 008. 


Tos lashes of ho Matton Acodony of Slanes Rapet eso supplement the 


The 1998 Netionsl Acadenty of Sciences (NAS) seport contains much information thet is 
vital to the development and implementation of an efffective brucellosis eradication 


Z 


program. The report comtesas umporten indbamstion ce the potestial dissess traneruisston 
tikes wad Greste to damnestic livestock sdjecent to the pesk, und the mpc tance of 
eddreamng thow: mms wm the Curco: feces: cemegement pion Comments within te: 
sepurt also address the progress of ti» diesass within thy park, and how effeoun 


Gin lied effects on Gen guastie divert of tho pac tinnn hand Sums a tat onl ecghom 
progresa uimdies te those ured to conte! brucciesis in domestic cattle herds 


The NAS seport gees on to addeess the issue of allowing infected bison to use aces 
outmade th: park as buffer zones fos winter feeding The report chensly states Gout SMAs 
will sempie spread the disease threat over a much larger even, and the additions! fouage 
soect ves outside the park will sustain the bisen population at a higher level, making the 
disease substantially move difficult tw contol and elisnimets. The seport also addresses 
oan saturation of the Yallowstoas ecosystem by the cursent suasbers of resident 


Develop . scientifix: sssenament of the coclagieal snd vegetative conditions, and the 
overall carrying capacity of the rangelands within Yelloweteus National Park. 


The EIS suggests that the park «an casty between 1700 and 3500 bison, but little if any 
quaatitetve dete is presented &) suppert this conclusion. {t is clearly apparent to euyone 
with cven the most basic range management or ecology backgyound, that the park's 
forage, squatic, and ripasina resources ave suffering greatly under the current and past 
ungulate grezing pressures. ln owseesous evens aspen and willow stands bave beca 
completly esndicated fren the lendecape, with the exception of a frw vegetation 
enclonges. Many steams asc suffering stvese bank damage, decreased riparian function, 
extremely high loases of woody vegetation, and severe water quality impairment 
problems. All of these ecolagical problems can be disectly Usributed to excessive grazing 
pressure, or simply put, 00 many grazing animals for the smount of forage resources 
svaileble withia the park. We asc even beginning to sec sisniler ecological resource 
management proviems on USFS lands edjecent to ths park, which can be attributable to 
excessive use by the extremely high clk population. 


ht is imperative that any bison os clk management plan include an assceament of the 
ecological carrying capacity of the smgelends within the park. A hey elemeut to this 
issec will be the full cooperation of park officials with the National Academy of Sciences, 
which hes been comminsionsd by the Secretary of interior to analyse the ecologicai 
conditions of the rangelands within the nostherm range of ths Gesater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. This aanlysis should inciude the setting of the corrying capacity for the 
northern range, and the development of a psogsam to ensure that bison end elk aumbezs 
ere maintained at oc below the daniguesed carrying capacity. 
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13. The definition of “low sisk® bison is tector na am of 
5 Ad@iinnsl Comments Spediiic to the EM: = 8 onguatican dteneing 
1.  Beucelicais is a avenctic disease. tts significance must not be taken lightly. 

14 Best population ame mast be vostelhed te balance, pupsinges with curyuag capacity. 
2. The National Brucellosis Eradication Progeasa is nesting completion in the United States. 


Thare ave appsuxinnatoty 12 bracellosic-infacved vette end dumenstic bison hands 1S. Canrying capacity of YNP mauest be extsblished. 
comeing in the cutive country. The only unchecked focus of brucellosis infection 
remaining tn the eatire comstry is the infection is wild bison and ofk of the (iveater 16 «= The DIS avast utilize the umpartial ecience of hs National Resewch Cound, National 
Yellowstone Area. Acadeary of Science fimal repert on Brucelivets in ths Orem Yelbowstuns Ases 10 
develop sctantifically sound alsasastives. 

3s The managesnent pln finally implemented must initiate immediate control of brucellosis 
in bison and ssw clesrly lay out a plan for the eradication of brucellosis from YNP 17. The pooposed alternatives as poesented in the DEIS axe inadequate to adthees the 
bison. tamportent issues, therefore, Altcmative ( with the modifications prusected m thoes 

comments provides the best doemmactve end should be inghemented. 

4 Brucellosis in elk ssust be addressed im order to sohieve brucalicsis comtrol aad 
eradication in the CYA. 

5 Changes in authority. A mumber of the alternatives camect be inapiemented without 
changes ix euthority. 


6. Special Management Areas (SMAs) significantly increses the aren impacted by diseased 
bison, result in 2 much larger azea to “police” and are likely to increase the risk of 
wanuniesion. SMAs represent a de-facto increase im the size of YNP. 


7. ‘The disease, brucellosis, is impacting the ustural gene frequency end therefore the genetic 
make-op of YNP bison. 


& State Animal Health Authorities over diseases end dissesed enimais withia 2 state must 
not be comprosnised. 


9. The ability to Seely move livestock in interstate commerce must be maintained. 
10. Direct impact of brucellosis on YNP bison should be fully explored. 


ll. The livestock industry of Montana represents a highly significant segment of the 
economy of the state. 


12 Netionel Park Serv-ces’ refusal to manage bison aad brucellosis may have long term 
impacts for other discases of equal or greater consequence, which may bs introduced into 
the perk. Tihis management approach is in sharp contrast to the way DOI manages other 
wildlife ia other puss and reserves where policies are implemented 10 serve both the 
wildlis end the public. There is ao analysis to justify this difference in management 
stele 
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Thank you for the opportunity to teatily here today. My name is Beth Almond and | 
am with the Montana Stookgrowere Association, which represents more than 3,500 
ranchers and cattle raisers from twoughout Montane. 

The problem of bison management within Yelowstone Pask ie not @ new one. The 
Montana Stochgrowers Association has been involved with this lseue for nearly a decade, 
and although the draft EIS is a stap in the right direction, after hearing from the apposiion 
Guring the course of tis public comment period, R would seem we are no nearer to @ long- 
term and lasting solution. The Montana Stockgowers’ primary solution is not a 
Complicated one—eliminate brucelicels in the diseased Yellowstone bison herd. 

Several groups have suggested their own crafted plans 2s possible “solutions” to 
the Yellowstone bison management seus. Nearly ail of these, including the Citizens’ Pian 
and “Plan B,” call for Special Management Areas outside of Yellowstone Park in which 
bison should be allowed to roam. TWis ls unacceptable to the thousands of cattle ranching 
families who make thelr Bving from the land in Montana, some of whom are only mies from 
Yellowstone's boundaries. R also raiees several lesuee that must fret be addressed by the 
agencise in question. 

Firat, the allowance of dissese-exposed bison in Special Management Areas is not 
compatible under APHIS regulations for Montana's brucelioeis clase-Wee status. By 
allowing diseased bieon to freely roam onto public lands outside the pask, Montana's cattle 
industry le placed at a greater tek, not only for disease, but also for economic sanctions 
from APHIS under regionalization and from other state animal health authorities. 

& has been seid thet the riek of disease wanamission is low, and that other states 
should not be concemed with these risks. However, as the National Academy of Sciences 
Report, commissioned by Secretary Of The interior Bruce Babbitt, Bustrates, even the 
Perception of dissase risk among Montana callie could lead to a crippling situation for the 
state's economy. This is an industry that provides nearly $1 billion annually to the state's 
economy. 


DTA 


To the extent the risk of desase wanemiesion trom bison to caitie ls cunently tow, & 
ls only the viglance of the Montana ranching community and the state's Department of 
Livestock that keeps this stsk as low os stil is. Mortena’s ivestook industry mows 100 
(reat a price would be paid by all Montana cliizens W Mordana were to lose ts brucsiicsis 
Glase-tree status, and many ranchers remember ail too wall the devastation of destroying 
entire cattle herds injected with brucefiosis. hortana's dvestook Industry epent more then 
$20 milion and destroyed Resally thousands of catiie over @ 80-yser period in ceder to 
make this state brucelcsis tree. 

Another consideration with Special Management Aveas le that 8 does move any 
Closer toward bruceloels eredivation and prevention. The so-called echdion of Special 
Management Areas only makes the probtem larger by, in easence, expanding park 
boundaries. Larger boundaries would mean the gradual expansion of the Yellowstone 
bleon population over time. the herd remains infected with brucefiosis, this means en 
oven greater pool of brucellosis, and an even greater sisk for Mantana ranching families. 
Even Bruce Babbit's own commissioned study cautions againat the expansion of tieon 
management eseus. 

As stated on page 122 of the National Academy of Solences brucellosis study, “The 
ikely Consequence of shifting the boundary of protection from Yellowstone Pask to 
surrounding public lande is that bison... populations will simply increase huther, shiling the 
boundary to a new point—public lande—where even greater numbers of bison wil have to 
be dealt with.” 

Caliiemen's major ploriies for a tral and lasting sukution to the problem of bison 
managoment in Yellowstone Park are trestold: 

1. A Commitment to eliminate brucefosis in Yellowstone Park bison. The Nationa! 
Academy of Sciences report concludes thet with @ Mille move research, brucsiicsis 
could be eliminated from Yellowstone bison using the same basic procedures thet the 
federal govemment required ranchers to do to eradicate thie dissase. 

2. A commitment to vaccination, testing and removal of desased bison, that will lead to 
the elimination of brunsliogis in Yeloustone. 

3. The use of @ quarantine fuciiy only it is part of fhe comment to eliminate 
brucellosis in Yellowstone and ls located just adjacent to or within Park boundaries, 
For theese reasons, the Montana Stockgowers Association favere a combination of 

Altematives 5 and 6 of the draft Envronmental impact Statement. This soktion wil moan 


as 
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« heathy and viable Yellowstone bieun herd and protection of Montana's munching tamiies, 
@ eignificant contibutor not only t Montana's economy but also to is way of lie. Testinony for August 25, 1996 Bison Menegement Pion Hesving in Billings, Mostens 


‘Thank you for the oppostunity to tesilly. Thonk you for dia opportunity 10 commnent a the proposed aermenss fier annagrmant of 
brucalicess ufacted bisce m Yeliowsons Nesonel Pork 


ee 

1 am Dick Raths Som ED I'm 2 vetesinacion and Contre Menuas 

Seockgpowers Cattle Health Commies. Aso veterinarian | am meveived in the veceination of 

calves as part of brucelieas provension effects for the mashes. There is a very anes snaenes 

of the con of Beuceliogs infaction oa indbvaduad prodscurs and the thwest of lem of masteatabiity 

+) ~ ahaa cette 
1985. 


We have aot had bruceloss in bicutana vestock since 1985 and the theest of the 
Ginease 10 enyous net in de vicinity of Yeloustons Put ban the producers hove ia 
a 


Yeu have to realize that the average age of Montana's producers is easly ciuties Thess ae 
people that went tex Jn. cate wide brucellosis esedication efforts, peuple that depopaleed their 
herds and rapestedty vested their herds to esadicece « Gecase drat had significant remea heath 
coacerus. A int of these ruachers thamesives were infected with the Gucece fom thu livestock. 


In ny profeasion I spend « bot of tans complying with the reguiatary espects of the dissase both 2 
the country and as 0 veterinasion for the Auction Mashet. T work tho Fergus and Judith Basin 
counties as epest of my practics aren. Becauss we ase in ons of the more productive wens a 
Montazs 3 lot of my clues ave purebred axed stock producers thet aasket genetics and esimals 
world wide. Last thi afier a production eale I was coquived to bleed for brucciinsis test two loads 
of tangs veccinated pregnant heifers because the sate veterinaion in the state fob that 
there was too auch risk to his producers sieve the cattte were from bécutans and Montene hes 
probleme with infected park bison. The state veterinasion wes whking the safe, a0 suk approach 
but that cost the Mdontans prodwen for something be bes ao coutsal over. The reality of Ivestock 
movement is that with bventeck brveallinsis eadication on wack for Decouber of 1998 ue state 
veterimarian wents to risk remfbcting their state with animals Gem hécutana fs is lowing 
Brucellosis iafacted bisce to reside in the anate. 


As Chairman of the Montana Stock Growers Castle Health Comsnittes | contacted the North 
Dakota State Veterinasion leet year about the imisiqting a reciprocal eoceptence of non-legitte 
shiaid adult females ts merase wovement. His response wen thet the North Dekom Beard of 
Livestock wee not imerested becouse of ths risk of Livestock exposuve to Yellowstune Park 
Brecelioas. 


internenienal rade anual heeith reguistioes ary being developed ce a regponeitaatios coecept 

with the iden that well defined boundaries restrict the comingiliing of the Gecese hee animals fom 
Giemoed ental. The regionalization concept alowed Canada to be dechwed Brecefiosis free 
even though they have the miscend “Woods Bison” herd. Moesane, Wyoming end ideho 
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producers ae concerned that « lack of a well dufined separation of Gesssed aumals fom 
@omentic mock end range may couse 8 states reduction under regicasiixation. 

Good scisace donsn’t shways overcome percaptions and eiscunceptions. Perhaps we im the 
Gvestock industry are en guilty 0s the past service ia resisting good science but we, the Livestock 
industry will beer the financial impact of Gucess wanemineice fom Yellowstone Park. 


‘When I fest reviewed the proposed chernnthves I Gidn’t really feel Uke any of the “fall meal deals” 
Was exactly what I thought was best. Then I reaiined thet the process of arriving at the 
aiburnstives was 8 Consensus process with all the major players muived. 


With that im aund | picked alternative five as ary choice for the best alternative tw solving the 
historic and perennial coatroversy. Ths problem is the presence of the dissese Brucellosis in the 
Yellowstone Netona! Pask bison and elk herds aad the fact that os long as there is Brucelicas 
iphection he problem wil all ecu. 

Even bér. Mike Finkey has stated that Brucellosis is foreign to the perk and should be elsanated. 


A steuight up eppreach of combining test end semoval of the annasis with the potential to 
propagates the infectios im the park hesd is ene step im the eradication process. Based ca hnstoric 
blood tear surveys the exposuse rate within the herd remains fairly constant over the yeors 


indicating Gat infection is ongoing within the changing population. 


A safe and efficacious vaccine should aise be 0 part of the exadication efforis to protect the aca 
infected portion of the bisoe population 


Vaccine research and approval should bs the ruspousibditty of the USDA veterinary services 
vision. They have ins expertise and protocol for vaccine research. Vaccine dalivery sytams 
that mimieaze eon target species are the ultimate goal. Vacomes are by design, lees infections to 
all epecies than the Geld coganioms... If in fact the pathogenis of brucelia infection in moose 
results in death for the moose, eradicating the dissese from the envircanecat will be beneficie! to 
ts mocee population. 


The diseese brucaliceis is the problem. Non- direct approaches ave shout as effective in 
addressing the problem os a few truck loads of asphalt addressing the deteriorating road system 2 
the park or diverting the sewage overfiow to a less comspicecus location is the soblutice to the 
parks overused, cutdated sewage system 


The Montesa Livestock dustry believes that < is possible tc eradicate the diseases from the park 
wildlife. The disease hes buen eradicated ftom 100 ples million American cattle and bison. 
Crsvent research methods are highly refined and based on past research end experience and the 
bility to refine biclogics fox prevention of animal diseases is the best ts evar besa (ibe 
abernative sad thet the eradicatine process would be complete im five years) 


Hhumene handling mncthods for widife species are privity is any of the shernatrve and thing of 
coatrol efforts should be the remult of 3 consensus of sflectivenss: and animal welfare. 


274 


Next | wouhd fike |: :ve «mt om some of the aspects of other alternatives that raise come 
COROEEES.. 

The quarantine foxsmmes ides needs mose of 2 Gunnctsl catimate of the actual cost, tune and 
pescent of enimais tut would actually clear the Quesantinn Also tha Gaposition of the clean 
wamels should ether be back to the Pask or released thew 8 Gbe the wild hosecs, where 
the government secovers soare value for the animals. | parsonally do uct feel thet & quaeetes 
facility is « viable option for a cost and animal heading perspective. 


SMA special managsunent avees should not exceed these arses and animals covered under the 
existing interim managesnest plan Perhaps tho fact that chk con Ginence themecives bum infaceed 
bnon m the Gardzer aren keup down the Gesase expoasre. 


Hunting @ the Gardner Valley with riffes of lenge enough caliber to bmansly bell bison is 
probably act an extremely safe alternative given the population im housing locativn in the Valley. 


ia conchwioa, your group evaluating the comments on the proposed ahernatives is castein © 
collect a huge pile of comments. Yellowstone National Perk is 2 very special place but, 
brucellosis does act belong there in the eximal population. PLEASE tke 0 look at option $ ss 
the only tue sobstiva. 


Sit 


Oral sastimeny provided at the Colonial inn REE on July 27, 1998. 


Thanks. | fori henered come dows hase to be the featured spenke:. My natoe ws joke: (imsdell. 
Pum the Service Conservation Disecter fer the béentenn Wilderness Assovietion. This us the first 
ume fa nine yours thet the pablac bes been asked to offer comments on the nmaagement of 
wildieie. So | want to express our appreciation for that opportunity af long last. The iseue has 21 
vena without caasovury 


tm pevigwang the videotape agen, | taut | was cemindad of tho seasons why ou organization is 
fellty ws support of the Cinaw’ Plan to conserve Yellowutone bison, mther then one of the 
aleuastives identified up here. Thet ahernstive would allow bison w .acew fully utilise 
sarrounding public leads. Fer exompla, | note that none of the aibematives will allow licensed 
atilined wens oven though we have 3 dedicated wildlife maragement avca im Cabin Crock 
adjacent to tho Les Metcalf Wiidemens just usr of West Yellowstone. That's not considered. k 
showid bs considwed because that is a wildiiés management wea. Although ¢ may noi be right 
now, that's o wild managunent aren test wes dodicated in the 1963 Los Metcalf Wilderness 
BAD. So that's an example of not fully utilizing public lands adjacent to the park. 


Likes elk, boson we wildlife. They have a right@al place on the public lands. [ tusk we are 
empathetic and undastend that there is rink and that risk needs to be dealt with However, we 
may ost know whether or how cx under what conditiogs bruceliosis might be wansmitted, bul we 
eaderstand that’s a very serious thing for the livestock producer and feel that some adjustment in 
geaming socccns and other techniques that wore described im sume of the uther alterustives could 
accomplish that. One, 3 seperation during the calving season when there may be a risk of 
wansmnittsl. That would be cunsible and not an unsuasensbis adjactment. We have those kinds of 
edjastnents on public lands to accommodate other wees. Livestock producers make those 
adjestmasa t sccommodate bunting scasen, und | don’: think thet’s an macascesbic adjustment 
om Nathcanl Forest Lands adjacent to Yellowsione Park. 


The pecferred altasnstive is strident ond aad sumshow this approach to 

wild bison ests astificiality, and will lank bison sumbers. That camber is not besed ca 
uss of susrounding public lands. ft would cost $1.3 mullioe 2 year to implement aed would 
cestrict bison from using areas, as | snentioned before, for example, the Cabin Crock Wildlife 
Management Area, an aves dedicated by Congress for the purpose of wildlife management but 
not utilised by any of the alternatives. Last, as | mentioned before, i terns sway fom the 
alternative of adjusting seme grazing sceasns tc svoid the possibility of contact between 
livestock and wild bison during the calving season. [t's my understanding thet after calving 
senson the risk is very, very anal. 


The last thing |'d like to sny for the record: | think it's wnfortanete that the Department of Fih, 
Wihdiife aad Perks, whch is fended primaily by sportsman and women, henters, 
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angiers, have cadorsed the praferred alternative. We saw, aguin, in the Greater Y cliwestons 
winea wee plan ©» tee Mocumns Fish, Wikilif and Parks wrote « these-pege lems. | evewed 
thet letter. ln ccmtrest with Wycaning and idaho Pish and Gares, they failed mention Ge word 
wildlife after the etx. Se the Depertannet bus shendesed ts fndementel meemon and ds 
advocates for fich and wildlits, and | think that’s enfoctemate. | thank you for your tus, and 
again, we support the Citzens’ Plan for Yellowstens tueon. Thank you. 


SUOLININISK] [OUODINPY puv uoywzjuoS1cE) 


Orel testimony provided at the Colonial inn GEM on July 27, 1998. 
Commmunt Ne. 1534 


Tee Fam Sick... Pan view promidemt of the Montene Wildlife Kedurative located hem inf 


A Comma: 4 0s Ge puconss: aitarantive selected by Govemor Racscot and federal 
and cints .quacies is a product of a badly flawed poocess. During tho lest caght years, the 
Governsr aor public hearings nor in any real way sangit public opizica. 


Net enly did thane allicials ignase publie opinion, toay actasity tanned citinans suey fom 
atending scene of the EIS mectings. Truly, Gris is « priawe cxmaple where 2 bed process 
produced a bed predect. 


The Seste’s pian itself is umncceptnble to epertmen and mest citizens for severe! reasves. Firat, 
@e pian cosmmes thet sepesnting bisca snr] cuttie 2 prevent transmitting brecelions to cathe 
jestifies Ge most draconian, extreme and bethel teste of wild bison. According 0 tes DEIS, 
én government will ust modify granting allctmants en public lend edjecent w the park. Rather 
Gen modifying grazing shetmest t separate basca and cath: on public land, agcacies woukd 
coutiane to kill bises st the park Lounsdwies. 


Since 1990, goveruesem agents have killed nearly 2,000 buffalo to protect sdow 600 private 
cattle grazing on public lends adjecent to the perk. Secrifiomg a necional and state cenct of wild 
Yellowstres bufllidc tm protect a few head cattle is sbondutsty wrong, 


We ary convinced Mostene cas retem és brrcedione-free states without comtunung tc foces on 
Killing Vafinio os o primary diceato covwel pel Per ypertemen, the most reprehensible Seature 
ef te government plan » having goverzment agencies bill buffo. As Jesnumarse sand, end | mE 
Sappert thet, os bong es govermmem agente kid biecn, this Conmoversy will never go sway 
pecewwe the public ainwpty frets this unaccaptabis. 


The héontans Wildlife Federstion endorses Gs Cinvess’ otwenative, 6: dc most sporumen ead 
women in Momiana Fisat, and thes © impertemt, tee govermraset plan only prsects ivestock 
insarest. Tho Citizens’ alternative equsily protects livestock interests best ao meapects and 
protects ai] public vabues respected by Yoliowstens buffielo. Second, the Citreens’ alternative 
ween Yellowstens bison an 1 wildtife epecies. 8 would allow end even encourage biscu: t enter 
ani remeia an edjacest natices! fvest lands. Bt would ss Wadiveus wid menagavex 
practices inclading s regulated, efhicel fh chase lant to kerp baffle in telance with the foraged 
range sad other nations] resserven. i would get tho stite wildlife agency beck in charge of 
marsgng thc wildlife species. 


Tee Monsene Wildlife Federatinn strongly supports te Royel Teton RasctyRocky Movatein Elk 
Foundation land exchanges and conservation casement proposal. This proposal could be one of 
the angie most visionary actiovs benefiting wilt im Moutans’s hictory. We wish thea 
Govemer Racicot would give bis whole-hearted sapport to tims proposal. 


2b 


Finally, the Montene Witdiif Fedesaticon calls en Goverecr Racsout © ovt ap sad perticipanr in 0 


ménery end member of the gitveay commaniben The pees ia te Govemes and the agencess 
> ~ a aceasta ance tee ee: 


LLE 


Ora! westusony proveded at the Colona! ber QRMTB 00 Juty 27, 1998 


‘Thank you. My name 1s Stan Frasier. I'm from}. | think it's disgraceful that the State of 
Montana aad the Forest Service and the Park Service have put forth a preferred alternative that is 
so bad an’ it's im effect a continuation of the failed poliches that we have im place now. li appears 
the EIS «. ernative ignored the mformation in the BIS. Bt says right in the beginning of this that 
Bo documented cases of brucelloss from wild free-canging bison to cattle. it is possible that 
although brucellosis may bs endemic in the Yellowstons area by the hard, few of the animals are 
capable of transmitting the disease. in bison, the bacteria may be tranemiteed thrvugh milk, ax 
through the birthing process. hi also says that it may wot even be possible for bison to tranamit 
brucellosis to cattle. 


The real problem here is who's going to manage our wildlife. Ase we going to have wildlife 
taiamanaged by livestock baresucrais or ase we going to have it managed by wildlife 
professionals? Bison are wildlife, and they belong im public lands. Cows do not. If the cattle 
industry is vot willing to shave public lands with wildlife, then we meed to take another look at 
the whole issue of public land grazing. 


There've been some questions and comments about clk here. A couple of months ago s bucal 
Dewapaper article quoted the State Veterinarian as enying if our brucellosis contro! program is 
successfal on bison, we want to start on elk next. If anyone thinks that the people of this country, 
and especially the hunters of this state are going to put up with wildlife bureaucrats and the 
wildhfe mdustry slaughtering elk for a perceived or mmagined problem, they're very much 


We have a situation bere where the breceliosis is probably act a problem. It is certainly not a 
human health problem, since the advent of pasteurization in milk, it is very hard to transmit. 
We're coming to the issue of who's going to manage our wildlife in the future and it's not going 
tw be the livestock industry. 


“en. ist Qin Management Pla 68 Tea 


Re: Cosaments on the Draft Envirorenentai for the Blean 
Gupueniten tres Gusditiemeettdomn ae 


+ We oppose Allsmative 2. ihe elimination of grooming of numerous roads in the park to 
“help control un-neturel bison migration” This allemetive would daplace well over 50% 
of over-enow Park visitors. in addition, bison would condinue to isave the Park during 
winter by following neturlll river corridor migraiion routes. 


+ We oppose Altemnative 3, which would cinduct research to whether the winter 


° We oppose Allemative 6, which would estsbiieh bieon capture-test facilities in nine 
areas in the Park, which would require substantial road plowing for at least three years. 
This alternative would devastate winter recreation and snowmobiling eccess. 


+ We oppose Altemative 6, which would iniially establish a capture-test facility at Seven- 
Mile Bridge (road would be plowed the first seven miles from West Yellowstone to the 
bridge elie) but eventually would expand to the same ereas as in Alemative 6. This 
ehemative would devesiate winter recreation and encwmoblling access. 


+ We support Atemative 7 because i establishes @ carrying capacily within the Park for 
bison and 8 also menages the bison population .. This Alternative does not 


effect winter recreation and enc “-it¥ing with road closules or roed plowing. 
Aitametive 7 is aleo the preferre: wer: We Of the Park Service. 
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YELL-9124 contd. yeu ose 


Gan regent Pen C8 eee ae. 
Quenber i, 1998 
ak 4 


resources. Remember, the criginal ident and purpose . ° the Park as sisted on the 
original archumy to the Part reads, “Fer the banat and enjoyment of al tre people’. Camber, 1088 
Please keep us on your mailing let to receive any additional lormation on Gus ae a 
enportant project. P.O. ee 
Sincerely, 
Oeer Sereh Breneom, 


Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental impact Ststement for the interagency Bison 
Management Pien for the Stats of Montana and Yellowstone National Park. 


This letter supports the views of the 266 members of the Mt. Shaste Sno-Mobilers, inc. 


This Lerree Was SieED These members represent Northern Californie, south to Sinai Valley and north to Salem 
BY 34 hbivipuAls & Bend, OR. We have formed a snowmobile club network, covering the Sno-Riders in 


members we ere better informed about issues, which may effect our sport and our 
freedoms. 
Exdating groomed enowmobdile routes in Yellowstone and Grand Teton 
should remain aveileble for viellor use. increased demand for 


FIS. page 160, Yellowstone Nefional Park. *... vishor use in Yebowstone ie concentrated in 
the surnmer months, with 68% of the visitation in June, July, and August.* 


Sa a ar 
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YELL-11,058 contd. 


Accses t the Parks should be protected for the benelit of 


ice and tourlem-depundant businsesce alike. 

-ounGe, 162, income: *...retall wade and services account tor approénataly 40%-45% 
oa 

+ Oval G15, Page 162, Sector: “Valor to Yellowstone Nationa! Part tom outside of 


nonsesiderts apert apprcedmataly $40 milion annually in the etute, and twee fowthe of tose 
aonsesidents apeni time in or neer West Yeloustane...° 

+ Draft EIS, Page 164, Recreafion Sector: °... December though Masch i was estimated that 
each weet entrance viel eosoureed for § 152.57 in expendinures in the Weet \eiowetone 
economy. Non-sinter visiior expenditures were estimated to be $25.37 per visi.” 


degradation. 
*Dreft EIS, page 160, Overall Viellor Use end Experience: “in the national perks, more than 93% 
of afl recreation takes place at developed sites.” 


The impacts of afi Park viellors should be considered taxty. We 
the efforts of the gateway communities to reduce snowmobile emissions by 

caygenated fusi and synthetic olla. We also support the enforcement of speed 
lenis and noise regulations within the Parks. 
“Draft G18, page 191, Public Lands: °...thoee lands claseiiied as widemess in the Widenses 
Recommendation of 1962, which apples to 00% of the park.” 
*Deait ESS, page 191, Public Landa “The development zone makes up the remaining 10%, and 
ia broken down into exo broad categories: developed areas and wanaportation corridors (NPS 
1902). Bison ere observed wilhin both zones, siihough they ere w.celly win the netural zone. 


Wiidilie, The impacts of all vieilors, winter and dummer, must be considered in any 
evaluation of visitor enpact on wildlife. No recreation interest group should be singied 


‘Population models suggest thet the madmum 
nuraber of bison that can ive yeartong in Yellowstone Nafionel Pesk vertes between 1,700 and 
3,800 bison, depending on forage production and witer severity.” 


» We oppose Altemative 2, the elimination of of numerous roads in the park to 
“help control un-netural bison . Tris would displace weil over 50% 
of over-enow Park vieiiors. in bison would continue to leave the Park during 


winter by following netural river corridor migration routes. 


* We oppose Altemative 3, which would conduct research to whether the winter 
groammng of Park roads eflect bieon migration and would close roade if research shows 
that groomed roads contribute to bieon cut of the Park. The Park's can 
research hus shown thet bison leave the folowing weditone! river migration 
ye tpt oe eat | This fact was efizmed by the decision on the 
“Winter Closing 


Yellowstone Park Roads EA’. Mike in January of 
1998 supports not this ahemetive. Mr. Finly decided not to close any roads 
presently open to that ave groomed for the purposes of study for the nant 


theese years. This decision shows that this atemative 3 approach is not corvecti 


+ We oppose Altemative 5, which would estabieh bison capture-test facilities in nine 
areas in the Park, which would requise substential road plowing for et lsest twee years. 
This akemative would devastate winter recreation end snowmobiling access. 


* We oppose Alkemetive 6, which would inillally establish a faciilty et Seven- 


¢ We support Alternative 7 because it establishes a canying capacily within the Park for 
bison and it also manages the bison population sccordingly. This Alternative does not 
efiect winter recreation and snowmobiling with road closures or road plowing. 
Akematve 7 is also the preferred Altemative of the Park Service. 


No additional resizictions or trail closures should bs necessary to protect Park 
resources. Remember, the original intent and purpose of the Park as stated on the 
original arciwey to the Park reads, “For the benefil and enjoyment of all the people’. 
Please keep us on your mailing fist to receive any additional information on this 


Sincerely, 

rok. MoS 
Eileen K Maier 

Mt. Shaste Sno-Mobilers, inc. President 
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YELL-9097 
tiie Bison Association 


he fg ee pees os ee 
Perk. Gruceficam crust be eradicated from 


PS GRD CED CEE I GERD DS CaO he 


Oficial NBA Recommarsition: 
USAHA RECOMMENOED ALTERNATIVE 


After a careful stuc'. ary’ -vahuahon of all acves of the altornatives contained within the DEIS, we have 
conchuded thu sose of: alternanves cre acceptable as wrimen. We therefore recommend the solecnon of 
Ahemathe cis, with Go Coving chusutions os the pretend inativs: 

1. In the spisk of adaptive ded in the NAS report (pp. 122, 123, NAS 
Report). nmmediotsty dovies ead immplomnent on BBS! calf and y ia 
YNP to evaleate defivery syxtcms anc gas practcal vaccinstion fleid use dats for RBS! vaccine 
so YNP beca. RBS! vaccine has bees shown through several tals to be safe in bison calves. Al 
the samme tame coutribuss . develop efficacy dats Wading for a “perfect” vaccine is a futule effort, 
os ne such vaccias will ever exist. 

2 = Usiiize empizical date from domestic buvoe herds and other public besua herds as the basis for 
tnplermentation of aiapdve management wchnigqecs (pp. 122, 123, NAS Report) for all aduli 
vecciaatioa of bison with a reduced dose of BBS! wedi such time as efficacy studies on aduk 
besve are completed. Such an effort shold begin with scronsgative adult icmaies 2s they ac 
processc: through captare feciiities. Neto fer part: L, and 2 of thin sabsovtien: A computer 
model, as prommted to the GYIBC cn September 18, 1998 by Joien Gress, Colorado Stase 
a nee tien ene Seen e 

could significantly redece te: prevalsuc: aad rivk of treammtesive of 
Srondiads iothnenbal 

3. Ths tee-yeer time hus for phase one should be reduced to a five-year tame bac. Withia the five- 
year period of time. there shal! be an mcressed percentage of bison vaccsnated annually, vtech 
should mciude advi' vaccinanoa. lnitiaton of phase two could be delayed if annual seroprevalence 
shows a statistically valid messureble reduction in risk of transmission 10 livestock species, from 
the beachrnart of sssigned risk. as 2 result of a comprehensive vacciaation program After year 
five, the standard used to measure risk reduction will be seroprevalence. [f seroprevalence canact 
be determmed of reais the samme, phase two should bagin umaycdiaiely Vaccination anst be 
contioued vetil eradication of bruceiiceis from bison and elk of the CYA has been achieved. 


250 


<< — Bhsmeeate the Won ¥ odyeseume 4A Oniy mat enguive brace will be areud wee. of Sev 
héiie Brodge Descn appeussinng tee wast beeadery aust 20 capmeed or destroyed Sy MPS 
eve may Os eed we Pc cee 


5. Reduce the poepased S04A on Ge aecth side of Ge park tw tho Lints Teall Coseby/ Gagis Conck 
Agen We are swongly eppored wo ths erabtcheneet af any SBIA‘s m hdowemen, however, we can 
accep reduces SMA becrus: of te Ganga: on as willie batten sence b's coyniomon wn thee bee 


6 Basen bunting coed be alipwed im te L sate Teall Conshfiagis Conch SBAA should the ems of 
hdontaes detrmes ts in he bem ineewest of the citinses of ths sumx end Ge eens 
kepeleer agpores ‘We as ast qpyesed to bantng of buon We ac appesed & 

Ge poomess of ¢ dence bamt as 0 guise to gate sypenvel far SBAA's. 


i 
iH 
} 
|! 
| 


mnpagemeat” seategy © cveleets te effectvennm of vaccines each os RBS! 12 sssunngetive 

edah tysce and gam precacel tavwinige about be even 

+ A @aacenman tasibity cheetd be constpuswd sad pal niv eperuton 00 seen a pose fk we © 
be an efisctive ahavasti ve © dsepusten of ssreangeive tinue. The fasility should be inceted 
im on wen tas is fs removed trom cavis bess. Ths coment Brucelfosis Unidorm Methods and 
Rules require ths facelity to bs tocated within os adjesent w YNP o: Guand Toten Naticeal 
Park. A facility could be ideally locaned to ts capeare (andiity at Styvens Creek. Another 
alternative coutd be w locate a quasmetine feciiity ase: Ge capes facility «| Seven bite 
Bridge. Other pocaibie locations could be in the Lames Vellsy ot or near the “Buffato Rasch”, 
or an he Mucheos Raves ox ws ths hdndbeoe River wus seer the west boundary. All of those 
tecations eve clove w the besos herds, eo Wanaportatios eed sipees « the seitneh cok) be Lapt 
toa mime. Additionally, Gees locations would setnia the bison ia te YNP cavecwunest 
and weald busp quesestesd buna sway from cattle papwiations. 

© =~ Baceas busen should bs released to Nawres Anarican iwibes efter chenreng qpeavantas. 

9. ‘The alleged “major adverse affect” on the nesting pois of Trempeter Swans «: Seven 
ny 


capo foci, 

10. The potentaa! “adverse affect” os Oriasly Bess that might be comned by the reduction 2 cameos 
avule ie w beess © pines 2 of the abernetive coaid be witiguted by providing sarupusstive beret: 
Copter d during phase 2 to the bears. Rather than send cut all weepositive samnals © sheughee. 
some anwnals conld be daswoyed mad planed @ ths same areas that bease have growe accustomed 
to fad og don corrios. 


18€ 


Weil, when | came here and | was advised to coms here, | was hoping | be alone. 

name is Ken Chaids I'm general manager of faumly owned mad operated i 

We were established mm 1979, and we purchased our fizst buffalo im 1960. I'm a past-presidem of 
tee fommer American Bison Association. And I'm cusrently western regional director of the 
National Bison Association. 


At Star B Ranch we produce high quality buffalo breeding stock. We also have our own brand of 
buffalo we distribute around the country. You have to look at frum ory perspective as a private 
rancher. Here we have what | would look os 8 very, very serious problem of brucellosis un 
Yellowsinae. 


We have got so many people out here thet have got sobutions, and as we all stand around and 
fight amongst cusselves to solve this problem, the buffalo asc still standing, and they are still 
suffering. We, ali of us, are reuponsible for this happening on Yellowstone, and | believe we all 
have to come together as a unified group and bring all of cur philosophies into this and solve this 
problem. Bracellosis im the private sector is nothing to be messed with. It's an meredibly 
expensive problem to solve if you are im the livestock business one way or another. What they 
do, os 8 private ranches, if 1 heve brucellosis on my ranch, the federal government will come m 
and put locks oa all my gates. They will put me on quarantine, and then they go up to ali my 
neighbors and put them on quarantine as well. 


The next thing | know I've got to go find an attorncy. Having buffalo roaming around im private 
propesty is jest asking for trouble. We are putting buffalo m more harm's way by allowing tha to 
happen than we are by trying to solve all these problems about wino is going io shoot them and 
solving these brucellosis problems. We sre really putting animels, these buffalo, im a very poor, 
poor situation by letting them wander off out of a controlled area. 


I believe the park shouid be controlled. There should be perimeters that bison reapect to prevent 
the spread of the disease. When we talk about this discase, there again, | think everybody has got 
it analyzed, and it's a very simple deal. The buffalo receive brucellosis fom cattle. They very 
easily transfer it amongst themecives. So the next step is, yes, they probebly can transfer it. | 
don't think you have to be a rocket scientist to figure that out. 


Yet we stand eround bere, and we analyze this staff to death. My alternative, my plan, is for all 
of us to come together. We take the EIS We take the Pian B, the Citizen's Plans, we come 
together 2s a group, not waste time, sad we focus on getting this problem solved. 


Wl 


Also I'm here representing the National Bison Association as a disecter. And ons of the things 
that dosent secm to comme unto thus play 0 lot is the reaction fhexa the private anterpries, the 
commercial business of American bison. And we ave in 4 procens as 8 group of putting togetha: 
our commest on the EIS. Currently, it loeks de we support a combination of Alterantive 5 and 
Alternative 7. A quick and aggvessive control of this pseblem | believe is the answer. And, yes, 
buffalo may dic in this process. But this problem has t be resolved | Gask every effort ciowkd 
be .ande that whether we ae hazing buffalo back into the pask or if we ave having wouble, every 
effort should be made to contsel that animal and get it back alive and uct hastily shoot it. That's 
smaple stuff These are animals that ese dissased and ave being shot, creates 2 bad citustion 
for mo. Im in the meat business. So « let of these dead anizunls that ave discased, what do we do 
with this meat? Thase's a lot of answers these. B goes to the public system whase they feed kids 
im schools. They have talked sbout going to some of the wibes for the childves: these and some of 
the school programa, and all that's grest. But for ma, os 2 puivete businens, | can't affved to have 
discerned meat in a package of meat with my name en it. 


So as you can see, there's a lot of problems here. What I'm trying to chow is that the private 
enterprise here has a voice here as weil. | believe the interest of all of us im cur industry is to 
come together as a group and solve this probies. 
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as the Sesemer School, hanes: oad archives. 
September 17, 1998 


Thank you My amme is Dr. Gary Weber. I'm cnecutive director of regulatory affairs with the 
National Cattle: and Peed Association. The issue of Brucellosis is one which we have deakt with 
im the cattic industry for well or 50 yours, and ifs 0 bit unfortunate that the story of this 
G@venss is act well endarstsod by very many poopie. Thare is psobably one person m be room, 
Oéc. Miledcines, whe bas 2 vivid memory of what Gis hes meant frum o public heulth perspective 
end the cattle health perspective. 


Is this cumtext we worked for over 50 years to chimmunate the disease. And quite frankly 
we have no quarrel with ths bison at all, We have a major quarmd with this disses. lt is 4 
foreign animal discese, one which shouids't be present im thus coantry, und should’ be prusent 
im the bison im the grenter Yellowstone aren. | think we all support the natural intrinsic value of 
(@ese bison, aad certainly they shouldn't have a discase that was mitodaced to them when we 
eve technology to climenate X from them. 


The Yellowstone bison herd from ow: assesmnent is he only bisce herd m the Unsted States, 
wachuding tiose m federal anc state coutrol, m witice vaccination is got used to contro! tins 
Gecnve. Our fondest hope is that over time we can une the Vaccine to cluramate the dircese mn 
tusom which hes been documented t0 be effective m other herds, and ultimately end up with a 
bison hard which is bee of disease, which can roam wherever it wishes to without presenting a 
risk to pablic beaith, ansmel health, and that sort of wsue. Certainty this is achievable. 


A mamber of plans contain facets which will allow achieving this goa! ' vex time, but we really 
heve to be cosnmitted to move toward a science-based solution. | encomrage you to read the 
National Research Counci! repor: which lays out a umber of the facts regarding this disear 
and we're dedicated to working cooperatively with the Park Service aad with others to fad 0 
reasonable sotation, No. |, to climsinete this disease, protecting, as | said, both pubbc health and 
ezomal health I'm sure ¢'s achuevabic if we can contzes working togedher making decxzons 
based on sound science. We will be contributing a vary substantial document evaluating the 
various alternatives and trying our best t costribute to resolution of thus issue. Thaak you 


Eres 


YE dc 4,138 
Marios CATTLEMEN'S Baur Associa yon 


October 23, 1998 


Sash Brom 
lmseragency Bison Masagerment Miso 
DSC-RP 


P.O. Box 25287 
Denver .CO 80225-0287 


Deer Ms. Branson. 


The 60 yeer and over $3 bilhon straggie w eradicate brucadiosis from the United States is acaring 
completion. There are only | 2 infected cattic hesde m the US. and the brucellosis problem in the 
Gremter Yellowstone Awe (SY A) represents ihe coe! ugeificent urdie te eradicanon. 


The Draft Eavisonmental Impact Stescxnest (DEIS), published in June 199%, represents a 
good stun tow:rd fieally addressing dus issus. However, alternative 7, os defined in the 
- «~~: or steer araraai health 


We believe a modified alternative 6 is tx only appsopriste approach to dealing with the 
besen bruceflosis stuation The attached comprchessive comments, devulopad in concert 
with the United Stascs Animal Health Associstion, represent the most appropriate, 
science based means of dealing with ths cumplex problem. 


The U.S. 1s nearing eradication of bracailosie from the sation: cattle herd This 
has been a 60 year aad over $3 billion straggic it is imperative that we 
aggressively pursue eradication of brecellosis from te bison m Yeliowstone 
Nanonsl Park (YNP) since Brucellosis infectad wildlife of tee Grenter 
Yellowstone Area (GY A) represents the oniy umcomsrolled brucellosis infection 
remaireing in the US. 


Brucelious eradication m the US. ws critical because this disease is « serious 
public aed anumel beadth thee. i is a venous zoomctic disease. 


Amenica’s CATTLE lnDuUSsTRY 


YELL-11,138 contd. 


The concept of using Special Management Areas (SMAs) to solve the bison 
probiem is not an acceptable approach. The SMAs will result in an even greater 
population of bison in YNP and simply expand the park boundary exposing more 
livestock and wildlife to brucellosis. 


The selected alternative must include a means of controlling the population of 
bison in the Park. The YNP can not sustain the numbers of bison that were 
present in 1996 without severe environmental consequences. Once the bison are 
disease free, they can be more easily relocated, providing a more acceptable 
means of population control. 


The only alternatives in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement that approach 
fulfilling these essential criteria we Alternative 5 and a modified Alternative 6. 


Therefore, we support select’.-< * modified Alternative 6 as defined in the 
attached comprehensive comments endorsed by the NCBA end the United 
States Animal Health Association. 


Thank you for providing us with an opportunity to comment on this important issue. 


Sincerely, 


Purr aly 


Dr. Burke Healey DVM, Chairman 
Cattle Health and Well-being Committee 


Ce: 

Secretary Dan Glickman, USDA 

Craig Reed, APHIS Administrator 

Don Barry, Assistant Secretary-Designate, Fish and Wildlife and Parks 
Ray Clark, White House Council on Environmental Quality 

State Affiliates, Member Organizations and NCBA Officers 


For attachment see: Organization Section, 
Unnted States Amma! Health Associaton, 
YELL-9364 


Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn, WEEBon Sepiember |, 1998 


Comment No, 14913 
Mark Petersen 
National Parks avd Conservation Assoc. 


Good afternoon. My name is Mark Peterson. I'm the Rocky Mountain regional director for the 
National Parks and Conservation Association. | am here to speak on behalf of our 4,000 
Colorado members. 


Just 18 months ago, 1,100 wiid bison, roughly one-third of the entire herd, were needlessly 
slaughtered by Moutana livestock officials as they wandered out of Yellowstone National Park in 
search of forage during that very severe winter. Similar slaughters have taken place for the past 
decade as well. Now, for the first time in over eight years, the National Park Service and State of 
Montana are asking the public for their advice on a permanent bison plan. This plan, if 
implemented, would make quarantine and slaughter a regular practice. We believe we can do 
better. 


NPCA opposes the government's preferred altemative. It sets artificially low, politically driven 
bison numbers for the area at 2500 animals without any science to back up that number. It 
minimizes bison use of public lands adjacent to the park. In essence, it favors the continued 
quarantine and slaughter method for managing bison at a very higt smnual cos* to the taxpayer 


The plan, indeed, the controversy, is a document of contradictions. Here we have a plan that 
places livestock officials, not wildlife managers, in charge of wild bison herds. Does this make 
sense? We think not. 


The draft pian justifies the bison slaughter by stating that some of the bison pose a threat to cattle 
grazing near the park. However, there has never been a documented case of brucellosis 
transmission from wildlife to livestock in the wild, even though wildlife have mixed with cattle 
near Yellowstone and Grand Teton Nationa! Parks for several decades. Does this make sense? 
We think not. Meanwhile, some of the area's 100,000 elk test positive for brucellosis, yet the 
government has no plan to address elk. Does this make sense? Again, we think not. 


The plan would spend nearly $1.7 million a year on quarantines and killings in order to remove 
bison from being near the less than 2,000 cattle owned by 14 ranchers. Does this make sense? 
We think not. While 45 percent of the cattle graze on our public lands, for which the forest 
service receives less than $5,000 annually. Does this make sense, to prefer cattle over bison on 
our forest service lands? We think not. 


In fact, much of the preferred alternative makes no sense at all. NPCA has been part of a broad- 
based coalition group studying the issue and adopting a commonsense, science-based plan called 
the Citizens’ Plan to save Yellowstone buffalo, of which there are copies in the back. It 
minimizes bison killing while protecting private property and livestock interest. We favor the 
Citizens’ Plan to save Yellowstone bison. 
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We want to see a bison management plan thal incorporates these concepts: One, don't touch 
bison in Yellowstone National Park. Leave them wild and free in the park. Two, create a larger 
special management area outside the park where bison can survive harsh winters managed by 
management areas. Four, modify cattle grazing arrangements on the public's forest service lands 
to accommodate more bison; acquire critical lands from willing sellers. Five, require vaccination 
of cattle near the park. Six, create incentives that encourage landowners to modify livestock 
Operations to increase winter forage Opportunities for bison near the park. Then, when bison 
numbers exceed scientifically defensible carrying capacities, we favor relocation of bison to 
Indian reservations and public lands first, and a regulated harvest of bison when 

second. Finally, we would like to see a program to compensate private landowners if bison 
damage fences or other property. 


Let's develop a bison plan that makes sense. Let's adopt these elements to protect bison and the 
interest of the livestock industry. 


a rite Sra Po: 1 


September 23, 1998 


Comment No. 15196a 
Steven Krefting 
Nationa! Parks ead Conservation Association 


Thank you. I work with the National Parks and Conservation Association as weil as having a 

long history of volunteer involvement in other conservation environmental groups. The NPCA 
has participated with a number of other conservation groups, business owners, native American 
scientists, ranchers, sportsmen, and others to come up with a proposal called the Citizen's Plan. 


And while my personal beliefs may be more in tine with some of the more idea! proposals that 
have been stated here by others, | respect the process by which that climate was created and 
believe it may have the best chance to form the basis of a long-term solution that saves the 
wildness of the buffalo herd in Yellowstone. 


We oppose all the alternatives in the Draft EIS. The preferred alternative would continue killing 
bison as they leave the park and would set nonscientific goals for the herd's optima! size, does 
not modify the grazing aiiunents on land th: public already owns, and it ignores, as many others 
have raised, the issue of roaming elk and other species that carry brucellosis. 


We support putting wildlife professionals in charge of bison management decisions. We support 
giving Yellowstone's herd access to the public lands outside the park. We support cornpensating 
landowners when their fences and other property are damaged by natural migrations of the bison. 


We support creating incentives for landowners to change their grazing practices. And we suppori 
purchasing land and casements outside of the park to largely available land for the bison to roam 
on. The slaughter of two winters ago must never happen agai. 


I have not yet been to Yellowstone, but when I go there, | want to see a herd that I know is still 
wild and in a natural habitat. The government's alternatives have their priorities strongly 
misplaced. These animals and their whole ecosystem must be preserved for our future 
generations. 
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Rocky MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE 


YELC - 15307 


Thank you for this opportunity to provide you with our comments on the Draft 
Exvironmental Impaci Siatement (DEIS) for the Interagency Bison Management Pian for 
the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park.. These comments are on behalf of 
the National Parks & Conservation Association's (NPCA) 400,000 members from all 50 
states, including our 1,500 Montana members. NPCA, founded in 1919, strives to 
“protect and enhance America’s National Park System for present and future generations.” 


About 18 months ago, NPCA spearheaded an effort called Bison Belong to promote 
consensus over the Yellowstone bison controversy within the business comammnity 
bordering the park. In jus’ a few weeks, 250 local businesses hed agreed to five principics 
regarding the issue. The poaits of agreement are: 


© The wild bison is a symbol of the American West that rmust be protected; 


e A healthy and wild Yellowstone bison herd contributes to the quality of experience of 
visiting the park, and is therefore crucial to the vitality of the Montana business 
community; 


e (Participants) are firmly opposed to the unnecessary killing of wild bison and want an 
answer to the problem as soon as possible; 


© State and federal governments must agree on suitable winter range on federal lands 
outside Yellowstone in Montans so that the wild bison herd centered in the park can 
roam safely into Montana during the winter season; 


e The governor of Montana and federal officials must find a solution to the bison dispute 
now. 


Even these genera! principles for consensus among the 250 local businesses would 
eliminate from further consideration Alternatives 5 and 6 in the DEIS, alternatives we 
consider to be radical and would polarize the issue even further. 


We have strived to keep our Bison Belong businesses abreast of regarding 
this issue, through workshops and written communications. We have encowaged these 
businesses to provide their specific comments on the DEIS, and we know that a number of 
them have expressed their views. The remainder of the comments corsained here reflect 
the views of NPCA. 


With the exception of Alternative 2, all DEIS alternatives violate the NPS Organic 
Act. The Organic Act establishes the standard under which the Secretary of the Interior is 
to manage national parks. The Act requires the Secretary to admuimister the National park 
System to conserve scenery, natural and historic objects, and wildlife, and to provide for 
public enjoyment, while ensuring that the paris ere left “unimpaired for the enjoyment of 
future generations.” We maintain that NPS cannot be a party to any of the draconian 
measures offered here to severely restrict bison etther with or adjacent to the park. To 
do otherwise is to violate their legal responsibilities. 


The EIS must clearty state the specific criteria that the Stave of Montana will use to 
take actions detailed within the scope of the selected alternative, to do otherwise 
would be a vislation of NEPA and MEPA. The State of Montana clakns # must gain 
approval for actions planned outside of Yellowstone Nationa! Park regarding bison 
beyond its agreement in approving s final EIS. However, we believe that the state <a full 
participant in this EIS process snd omst sign any decision thet is made. The EIS dec:sion 
must specify how bison will be managed under the chosen scenario without leaving fi xther 


‘approval to another process. Otherwise, the public hes no assurance that the docur ent 


prescriptions will ultimately be those that take place. 


The DEIS should state under Objective 4 (p. 29) thet elimination of breceless in 
bison and other wildlife cx.nnct be achieved unt s enfe and offective vaccine is 
developed. The DEIS must make clear that this plen’s objective is simply to manage the 
risk of brucellosis spread to livestock near the park. While the goal of elimination of 
brucellosis is a worthy one NPCA strongly supports, at this time the only realistic hope in 
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echieving this goal is the development of new technology. In the meanture, a risk 
management protocoi is the main goal of this plan. 


The DEIS must contain an objective to reduce the potential fer shh reinfection of 
bison aad te explore ihe issuce surresading the preseave of bruceliscts in elk and the 
ramifications for meeting the DEIS objectives and goals. Whule the DEIS recognines 
that elk carry brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstous Ecosystem, it tails to evaluate this 
reality with the plan’s objectives aud alternatives. We believe this deficiency, if not 
corrected, is a vioknion of NPS policy and NEPA legal requirements. Wildlife scientis:s 
are uniformly in agreemont thet reducing the risk of brucellosis in bison must consider the 
disease in chk. Working towards elimination of the disease comnot occur unless the elk 
feedgrounds are closed or managed significantly different. 


NPCA supports the Citizens’ Pian to Save Yellovretene Bufflalo. We believe this 
provides a reasonable, common-sense apprvsch that meets all nine objectives that the 
DETS requires to develop an alternative solution that is “reasonable.” (pp. 28 - 30) and 
also satisfies the required lege! and policy mandates (pp. 31 - 34). In addition, this 
alternative is the only alternative developed that enjoys the support of the widest spectrum 
of stakeholders i this issue, inchuding sportamen, local business owners, tribal groups, 
ranchers, scientists and conservation groups. 

We oppose the alternatives in the DEIS including aRernative 7, the preferred 
akernative. Alternative 7 would lead to an impractical and expensive system of bison 
cepture, testing, transportation, and poteutially unaccep.abte nammbers of bison deaths. It 
also arbatrarily prohibits bison from using public lands outside the perk. Further concerns 
with this and other alternatives are highlighted below. 


Alternatives 5 and 6 conflict with the 1988 National Park Service (NPS) policy 
regarding preservation of recommended wilderness in the park The policy states 
that preservation of the wilderness characte: of park lands recommended cr being studied 
for wilderness designatina must be maxsained. This appears to conflict with DEIS 
alternatives which would establish bison capture facilities in eight locations within the 
park. 


Maintenance of wild, free-roaming bisce within Y cilowstone National Park cannot 
be compromised in this plan. While NPCA supports non-intrusive research on bison 
and their movernents within the park, ARernatives 5 aad 6 would impose intrusive 
measures upon bison affecting the wild nature thet NPS is legally mandated to preserve. 
In addition, we believe this would seriously erode the vinitor experience. Viewing wildlife 
as wild ard free-roaming is one of the most important reasons wiry people come to 
Yellowstons. Prom both an ecological and economic standpoint, intrusive measures 
would erode important values found here. 


NPCA supports a larger special management area eutzide the park than any of the 
alterustives propose where bisoa can find necessary winter raage. Special 
Management Areas must be prescribed by the lends bison are most likely to use during the 


+ 


winter m the foreseeable future. A deiinie boundary then needs io be drawn accordingly. 
Anything less, such as proposed in the DEIS is arbitrary and capricious and thus is a 
violation of federal law under NEPA. 


Forest Service policy and law requires the Gallatis National Forest to provide and 
protect wildlife upecies and ther habitats to the fullest extent reasonably possible, 
powever the Geliatia National Forcst 2»pears to place eattie allotments above bisos 
nesds in the DEIS. We support changing nstional forest allotments where bison use 
conflicts with cattle use of public lands. This arrangememt can be accomplished by 
saljusting the type, timing or location of livestock use. Yet, again, the DEIS appears to be 
arbitrary and capricious in not specifying the process for allotment decisions even though 
these decisions are one of the most central features to any bison management plan. 
Indeed, with the controversy thet surrounds this issue on the Gallatin National Forest, 
continued livestock use of these allotments must be analyzed through NEPA through an 
EIS documen: in order to adequatety conduct the aualysis end public involvement that is 
required. 


Withia the Special M sangement Areas vetside the park, scisstific bisen carrying 
capacities must be developed. Currently the DEIS states carrying capacity for bison 
based solely upon factors present in the park itself, However, using this same number for 
carrying capacity im the entire area being managed for bisce is inaccuraie, arbitrary and 

The DEIS must establish ecologically-based carrying capacities that reflect the 
larger area svailable to bison, including the natural fluctuations that oocur in any wildlife 
population. 


Incentives mast be developed to encourage biseu compatible practices on private 
lands. The Citizens’ Plan recognizes the opportunities that cas be obtained for 
bison by create working relationships with landowners, something the DEIS ignores. 
We would urge the final plan to emberk on 8 course of working to soquire private lands or 
conservation casements as the opportunities arise from willing sellers. Working with the 
Church Universal and Triumphent in this regard is critical and their willingness to 
negotiate terms represents a goiden opportunity that must be pursued with all means 
possible. Incentives to privete Andowners could also be created to encourage certain 
grazing practices regarding the type, timing and location of livestock on private lands 
surrounded by or sdjacent to public lands. 


The DEIS is unclear on the impacts of significant bison redactions apes grizily bear 
pepalsticas. Grizzly bears depend upon bison as a critical part of thei diet, especially in 
the early spring and in the fall The DEIS notes that alsernative 5 (test end slaughter) 
would significantly decrease the availability of bison for grizzly bears. Given the 
protection cfforded grizzly bears under the Endangered Species Act, the EIS has the legal 
responsibility to evaluate eech akernative's impacts on this species. 


When popu'ation Maite are exceeded on lnnds adjacent to the park we support 
using only traditional wildlife management tools — relocation of bisoe to tribal or 
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pablic inads and « regulsted harvest — a herv sines sppreech the aatinen 
ecelogical carrying capacity. The Citizens’ Plan supports a pasture-type health 
certification facility located outside the immediate area of the perk to facilitate transfer of 
five excea) bison to Indian reservations or public lands. The DEIS allows for transfer of 
bison to other appropriate lands, public institutions, and qualified recipients. We strongly 
oppose the privatization and selling of ive, wid anmais from the park to individuals or 
private use. Transfer must occur to ensure safe and humane handling. 


We support mandetory vaccination of cattle withia nad adjacent to the special 
management areas and on the park's northeast sad east side. It is unclear to us how 
Many ranchors are voluatarily vaccinating thee cattle m these arees, many undoubtedly 
already do as the DEIS indicates. This practice is wise and prudent and is the most 
efficient, effective way to manage the risk of brucellosis in cattle. A legal requirement 
would provide the assurance thet this is, in fact, being dons and will continue long into the 
future regardless of changes in ranch ownership and economic conditions. 


We support a voluntary programs t compensate landowners for damage to iences 
and ether permanest strectures caused by natural bisoa movements. We would 
prefer to see the program sponsored by private entities in close coordination with NPS and 
the State of Montena, however, if this is not possibie we believe public flunds should be 
made avatiable and dispersed according to specified criteria developed by these pabiic 
agencies. 


Wildlife prefessioesis mast be givun responsibility for managing bisce cutmide of the 
perk. Management suthority of wild bison outside the park mmst be returned to the 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks (FWP) from the Montana Department of 
Livestock (DOL). The DOL's responsibility and expertise lice within the reakn of 
domestic smamals. FWP’s reaponsibility and expertise lies within the realm of wikilife 
habitat, population dynamics and wildlife management. The expertise and approach taken 
by each agency towards animals under its care is quite diflrem. We believe the 
mrangemam we seek here should be offered in one alternative of the DEIS. 


The final pias should recognize the federal agencies’ position regarding low-risk 
bison. APHIS, NPS and the USFS believe that a policy of tolerating low-risk bison (Le., 
bulls, calves, yearlings and cows heving already given birth) is based on 8 supported by the 
best available research, is sound and represents the optimum sefe balance between 
maintaining « viable bison herd in the Park and Montana cattle from the threat 
of brucellosis. A position that allows for the killing of theee low risk animals is arbitrary 
and capricious and violates NEPA requirements in this regard. 


We suppert the following actions also contained in the Citizens’ Plan: 


e Establish an mteragency-tribal-public cooperative management tearn of wildlife 
profeesional to scsist in determining bison management outaxde the park: 


3677 


« Allow vaccanstion of tizon within the special nmanagement area, but only when two 
standards are achiewd: First, the veccius must be safe und effective for bison end safe 
to other creatures in the ecosystem, Second, the vaccine must be edministered m a 
Q00-Mtrusive mammer; 


e More research on brucellosis in wildlife and on ruk management options, 


¢ Future chenges in roed-grooming practices in the park if research shows that current 
practices are harming bron Such changes require thorough environmectal anslysis 
and public review, 


© Restrict bisoa from private bands if private property or human sefety are threatened. 
We bolieve the recommendations put forth here will result m « more desirable bison 


mantgement pian that meets all objectives contained in the DFS. We urg. then adoption 
in the final pian. 


eaciosure: List of Beson Beiong businesses endorsing bison management principles 
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These businesses support Bison Belong, a 


campaign to find a solution to the biscn 
management problem at Yellowstone. 


PLEASE SUPPORT THESE BUSINESSES. 
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Ms Sarah Bransom 

Bason Managenveat Pian EIS Taam 
National Park Service 

? <s. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80725-0287 


Dew Ms. Bransom: 


Thank you for the opportumty to review and commen on the Draft Envirvamestal Impact Siatcenert(E tS) 
for the Interagency Bison Management Plan ie ihe Siste of Montana and Yellowstone National Park, 
released for public review and corament on Juse |. 1993 Tho Lmeragency Bison Management Plan would 
ma wan 4 wild free rang:ng populahon of bison aad address the nsk of brucellosis (ransmisnon fom bisor. 
to domes livestock to protect the economm vesbiity of tae livestock industry wn the static of Montena. 
The EIS Team has done an exceileat job in prescultng an exireruely complex managemen situstion The 
—— of America (NRA) supports a modified Altamatve 7 Our commc-s arc as 


Ak smative 1. No Action. 

The Intenm Bison Management Plan would be adopecd as the Fras Plan uader Alternative | While there 
have boea a sumbcr uf chayayes made in the inten plan io reqcase to changing couditions, d docs nut 
toch ide estableshed bison population numbers to be usad as 2 basis for managemeni actions Addiionely. 
the-e ts "0 provison for ¢ managed hunt as 3 means of keapmg the bison population within the capacity of 
us range. We agree with the EIS team tieat this ‘s nut an acceptable atternative for the lone term. 


Actamatve 2 Misuma! Management. 

Ah srnative 2 implies menagemont by “boom znd bust.” in the absence of either substantial muiabers of 
large predaors or hunicrs, the bisea population could be expected to increase varil either discasc, hapiuar 
ate; letion or both cause a populahon decitae Even when the habita: ecquisitions envisioned ere seahzod, 
the population of bison will eventually expand to the lumits of the exisncded habtiat area acd the scale of 
such managevent issues 2s disease contro! . hatitat damage and bison mortality can be expectad to be even 


Ali sroative 3} Managemeat wath Erwphans oo Pudbic Hunting 

Ak susie 3 indudes a range im bison population numbers io indicait when certain managemest measurct 
should de iaitiaied Hynting would be the primary wethod of populavon comrul The NRA recogmzes 
tha there will be « sturm of protests to any alternative that wvoives hunting However, s well managed 
hus t is far mure desirable than either massive die offs 01 culling 10 reduce populanion levels Also, pubic 
hus tiny brings cconomic benefits to local communities 


BY 


Alternative 4 Lntenm Pian with Limited Pubic Huating 

Alternative 4 has some of the aftractrve features of Alternative 3. including the establishment of 
appropriate management levels for bison. However, publ hunting may be iamuted to a pow that nt can not 
by as effective in managing the bison popu lanon as it should be 


Alternative 5 Aggressive Brucelloss Control within Yellowstome National Park through Capture, Test 
and Removal 
In Alternative 5, the focus is too narrow. Disease control appears to be the only real consideration 


Alternative 6, Aggressive Bruc-tosss Cou roi Withm Yellowstone National Park through Vaccanet>~- 
As with Alternative 5, disease control app=ars to be the only real consideration 


Ahernatrve 7 Manage for a Specific Bison Population Range. 

Alternative 7 appears io establish the best balance between disease contro! and bison mami. «a The 
size of the bison herd to be managed is somewhat smaller than in Alternatives 3 and 4, how oe): 
ample fexibilxy for managemem Hunting 1s recognized as a herd ammagement method Hows = 
phase one of the habstat acquisiion proce: s. haintg would only be permstted on public lands at Eagie 
Creek/Bear Creek There ts no obvious reason not to provide for hunting on both public and private land 
10 af) SMA's, as the land 2 ~ ..quired and/or incorporated into the Bison Management Ptan area. 
Therefore, we recomumend that the Service amend the bison hunting provisions of Ahernative 7 to provide 
that “with approval of the Montana legislature, the State of Montane institute a managed bunt on both 
public and pnvate land in all SMA's durmg. the winter (October -February) as the prunary method to 
manage population nurmbers and distribution " With the foregoing amendment, we recomraend that the 
Preferred Alternatrve be unplemented as the Liturageacy Bison Management Pian for the State of Montana 
and Yellowstone Nabonal Park 


Additionally, we recommend that the Nat> nal Park Service urge the Secretary of the Interior to seek 
legslation to authonze hunting inside Yell >wsione National Park. With a managed herd inside the Park, 
dissase contro! costs mught be reduced or :ven ciumunsted Hunting insde the Park could be a source of 
funds to assist wih Park programs and prigects and the iocal ecomomic picture could be expected to 


Again, thank you for the opportunsty to participate in the EIS process. 
LayecSigete/ of Soon on 


Templeton, Wildlife Speciahst 
Conservation Wildlife & Natural Resources Div = Hunter Services Department 
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I'm from EB And I'm the chairpersun of the Coalition of the National Rifle 
Association members for the reintroduction of the Mexican wolf, We haven't tumed around and 
added buffalo to that yet, but I sure think we should do that ASAP. We feel that the buffalo is a 
symbol of American freedom. It should be abie to be free roaming in the Yellowstone ecosystem 
and should be reintroduced in larger numbers in the Dakotas, wherever there is land to support 
that. And that's basically all I have to say on that. Thank you. 
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—"} NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION’ 


People and Nature: Our Future Is in the Balence 


Rocky Mountain Natural Resource Center 


November 2, 1998 


RE: Comments on DEIS for Interagency Bison Management Plan 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


The National Wildlife Federation (“NWF”) respectfully submits our attached 
forma! comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Interagency Bison Management Pian for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National 
Park (YNP). As you know, NWF has been actively involved in efforts to achieve a 
responsible management pian for the Yellowstone bison herd, including the development 
and presentation of the Citizens’ Plan —- a unique, complete and reasonable option for 
resolving the current slaughter of the largest wild and free-roaming bison herd in our 
country. 


As the nation’s largest member-supported conservation education organization, 
the National Wildlife Federation unites people from all walks of life to protect nature, 
wildlife, and the world we all share. NWF has educated and inspired families to uphold 
America’s conservation tradition since 1936. Our common sense approach to 
environmental protection brings individuals, organizations, and governments together to 
ensure a brighter future for people and wildlife. 


As we've expressed on numerous occasions and during recent public hearings, 
NWF is extremely concerned about significant deficiencies in the DEIS and, frankly, we 
do not believe the document achieves compliance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). Among other things, the DEIS (1) wholly ignores the Citizens’ Plan, 
a proposal overwhelmingly supported by the public, interested tribal governments, and 
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Sarah Bransom 
November 2, 1998 
Page 2 


concerned conservation organizations; (2) fails to utilize best available science and omits 
critical scientific detail; (3) inadequately identifies the purpose and need for the DEIS; (4) 
withholds or omits relevant information regardimg the environment affected by this 
controversial federal action; (5) fails to address or objectively analyze a full range of 
alternatives as conclusively mandated by NEPA (see, ¢.g., Dubois vy. United States 
Department of Agriculture, 102 F.3d 1273 (1* Cir. 1996); (6) does not meet the requisite 
level of detail with respect to many facets of alternatives which are discussed (see, e.g, 
Sierra Club v. Espy, 38 F.3d 792 (S* Cir. 1994); (7) fails to adequately address the 
cumulative impacts associated with proposed alternatives; (8) is devoid of any 
meaningful consideration of mitigation measures necessary for a viable analysis; (9) 
inappropriately “segments” issues which must be addressed in their entirety, (10) fails to 
meaningfully consult with and involve impacted Native American governments; and (11) 
inadequately addresses public comments and concerns raised during the scoping and 
comment processes. 


These insufficiencies render the DEIS inadequate, and are described in greater 
detail in our attached comments. 


Accordingly, we call upon the agencies involved to issue a Supplemental Draft 
Environmental impact Statement which fully ard completely assesses the impacts of the 
Citizens’ Plan as a distinct and unique alternative. We Jo not foresee this as an 
unreasonable delay because most of the aspects of the Citizens’ Plan can be addressed 
and evaluated without undue delay. All that would be required would be for the agencies 
to work collegially, m an atmosphere of cooperation, rather than the divisive, 
confrontational approach that has characterized their relationship to date. 


Inchuding the Citizens’ Pian as a unique and intact alternative is only one of the 
reasons to prepare a Supplemental EIS. A supplement will provide the opportunity to 
correct the inaccuracies and -ontradictory aspects of the DEIS. A supplement would also 
provide the perfect vehicle to reveal to the public the data and information found lacking 
im tms DEIS. This Supplemental EIS would better provide the public with the insight it 
needs to accurately and fairly evaluate the management schemes proposed and determine 
the veracity of predicted impacts. 

We also call upon Governor Racicot to assure the public of adequate opportunity 
for involvement as this process moves forward. It is imperative that the Governor assure 
the public that any foture decisions deferred or delayed by any Record of Decision will 
have full and complete public involvement, including the opportunity to comment and 
appeal any decisions through the appropriate mechanisms. We also request specific 
assurance from the Governor that any future and subsequent decisions will not repeat the 


mistakes of the past and disregard the best science and factual data in formulating a 
decision from the state of Montana. 


Thank you for the opportunity to participate in the public process and we trust 
your consideration of our comments will result in significant modification of the DEIS, 
the issuance of a Supplemental Draft Environmental Impact Statement, and the selection 
of the Citizens’ Plan as the preferred alternative. 
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Specific Comments on Yellowstone Bison DEIS 


As described in our cover letter, NWF has grave concerns regarding the legality of the 
DEIS as a consequence of its failure to comply with the legal framework and requisites man“ sted 
by NEPA. 


Federal law is unambiguous in its requirement that an environmental impact statement 
examine and discuss al] reasonable alte natives. Indeed, 40 C.F .R. § 1502.14 explicitly 
emphas:zes that the “consideration of alternatives is the heart of the environmental impact 
statement.” (Emphasis added). An agency thus has a duty to “study all alternatives that appear 
reasonable and appropriate for study ... as well as significant alternatives suggested by other 
agencies or by the public during the comment period.” Dubois y. United States Department of 
Agriculture, 102 F.3d 1273, 1286 (1* Cir. 1996), quoting Roosevelt Campobeilo Int’l Park 
Comm'n v. United States EPA, 684 F 2d 1041, 1047 (1* Cir. 1982\emphasis added). In Dubois, 
supra, the Court evaluated the issuance of a Forest Service permit to expand a skiing facility, 
ultimately finding the Forest ervice EIS inadequate because it failed to explore ail reasonable 
alternatives for the expansion. Moreover, an environmental impact analysis must “7igorous!y 
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and for alternatives which were 
eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated.” 
Id.at 1286 (emphasis added). Significantly, the failure of a DEIS to adequately address a 
reasonable alternative is fatal to the NEPA process: “[t}he existence of a viable but unexamined 
alternative renders an [EIS] imadequate.” /d st 1287. 


. ne eS ee 
912 F.2d 

147, 1485 D.C. Cir. 1990), numerous cases firmly establish an agency's duty to consider all 
reasonable alternatives in an EIS. /d. at 1485 (NEPA requires agency to consider al] reasonable 
alternatives to proposed action); Natural Resources Defense Council v. Hughes. 437 F.Supp. 
981, 990 (D.D.C. 1977) (BIS for federal coal leasing program failed io discuss alternatives, 
NEPA requires “sufficient information to permit reasoned choice of alternatives); and Vermont 
Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Natural Resources Defense Council, 435 U.S. 519, 552, 98 S.Ct. 
1197, 1216 (“Conaments [of intervenors] must be significant enough to step over a threshold 
requirement of materiality before any lack of agency response or consideration becomes of 
concem). 


Moreover, “{o}ne purpose of the EIS requirement is to provide decision makers with 
sufficiently detailed information to aid in determining whether to proceed with the action in light 
of its environmental consequences.” Dubois, supra, 102 F.3d at 1287. The standard for 
determining whether an agency has met the level of detail requirement is “whether an EIS 
contains a reasonably thorough discussion of the significant aspects of the probable 
environmental consequences.” /d Elements cited by the court for use in determining whether 


the rule of reason has been met include (1) “whether the agency has gone beyond mere 
assertions and indicated its basis for them”; (2) if the agency “[fully explicated] its course of 
inquiry >» we ; and (3) “[t]he agency must squarely turn all procedural 
comers in its EIS”. 


While the DEIS addresses a broad range of issues, many of these issues are not covered in 
detail sufficient to allow both the public and the agencies invclved to make an informed decision. 
These “level of detail* deficiencies focuses on the agency's failure to explore the background and 
alternatives presented in an EIS to a level sufficient to allow a reasoned decision. As one court 
explained, “{a}n EIS must contain a detailed statement of the expected environmental 
consequences of an action, the resource commitments involved in it, an the alternatives to it.” 
Sierra Club v, Eapy, 38 F.3d 792, 802 (5* Cir. 1994). 


Again, numerous cases have addressed the need for sufficient level of detail in an EIS. 
See, ¢.g., Maxbie Mountain Audubon Society v, Rice, 914 F.2d 179, 181 (9* Cir. 1990) (EIS 
imadequate because NFS failed to take “hard look" at selected alternative); Sierra Club y. United 
States Anny Coma of Engineers, 772 F.2d 1043, 1054 (2™ Cir. 1985) (level of detail nvust be 
sufficient to “enable those who did not have a part in the EIS compilation to understand and 
consider meaningfully the factors involved), Warm Springs Dam Task Force v. Gribble, 621 
F.2d 1017, 1026 (9* Cir. 1980) (the level of detailed required is greater when environmental 
risks increase, EIS need not discuss remote or highly speculative consequences); and Natural 
Resources Defense Council y. Hughes, supra, 437 F.Supp. at 990 (EIS on federal coal leasing 
program deficient for failure to discuss whether program should be undertaken at all). 


The DEIS’ failure to adequately provide a sufficient level of detail is closely intertwined 
with its responsibility to evaluate the cumulative impacts associated with the proposed 
alternatives. NEPA regulations define “cumulative impact” as: 


The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action 
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of 
what agency (Federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such actions. Cumulative 
place over a period of time. 


40 CFR § 1508.7. As discussed at iength below, the DEIS at issue here violates both this 


Further, the DEIS illegally segments issues which must be addressed in their entirety. A 
DEIS is legally invalid if an agency seeks to avoid NEPA requirements “by segmenting an 
overal] plan into smaller parts involving action with less significant environmental effects." City 
of West Chicago Illinois v, United States Nuclear Regulatory Commision, 701 F.2d 632, 650 (7 
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Cir. 1983). Here, by way of one example, the DEIS specifically states that it does not analyze 
brucellosis in the GYA elk populations (preferring the issue to be addressed in a future planning 
process). DEIS at 46. Yet alternative 6 explicitly predicates the length of vaccination control 
pongenn een Ge Neuse ef engaing ae & cael teeing On Wyening 
population.” DEIS at 99. This ection also violates NEPA's requirement that all actions be 
considered in their entirety See, e.g, National Wildlife Federation v. Federal Enersy Regulatory 
Comision, supra, 912 F 2d at 1477, and Natural Resources Defense Council v. Hughes, supra, 
437 F.Supp. at 992. 


Significantly, despite the fact that this entire process and the impacts of any chosen 
alternative will undeniably have significant effects on surrounding Native American tribal 
culture and lifestyle, the Park Service has failed io meaningfully consult with and consider the 
concerns of impacted Native American governments — including the Cheyenne River Sioux 
Tribe, the Northern Cheyenne, the Northern Arapaho, the Crow Tribe, the Nez Perce Tribe 
among others. NEPA requires that “as part of the scoping process the lead agency shall: (1) 
Invite the participation of ... any affected Indian Tribe.” 40 CFR. § 1501.7(a(1). In addition, to 
confirm and clarify the fact that federally recognized Indian Tribes are automatically entitied to 
government-to-government relations, President Clinton issued a well-publicized Executive 
Memorandum on April 29, 1994. The memorandum instructed executive departments and 
agencies, including thei component bureaus and offices, as to their relations with indian tribal 
governments, directing that: 


Each executive department and agency shall consult, to the greatest extent practicable 
and to the extent permitted by law, with tribal governments prior to taking actions thai 
affect federally-recognized tribal governments. 


Each executive department and agency shall assess the impact of Federal Government 
plans, projects, programs, and activities on tribal trust resources and assure that tribal 
government rights and concerns are considered during the development of such lans, 


Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and Agencies, Subject: Government-to- 
Government Relations with Native American Tribal Governments, 59 Fed. Reg. 22951 (April 
29, 1994)(emphasis added). See aiso American Indian Religious Freedom Act (“AIRFA”), 42 
U.S.C. § 1996; Wilaon vy, Block, 708 F.2d 735 (D.C. Cir. 1983)\(to comply with AIRFA, federal 
agencies must, in the decision-making process, obtain and consider views of Indian leaders 
before undertaking a land use project). 

The Park Service, as an agency of the federal government, also has broad fiduciary 
obligations to Indian Tribes, akin to that of a gnardian to 2 ward. See, e.g. Seminole Nation vy. 


United States, 316 U.S. 286, 296-97 (1942). Any federal action is subject to this trust 
responsibility. Nance v. EPA, 645 F.2d 701, 711 (9* Cir. 1981). In this case, as discussed more 


3 


fully below, the failure to address the Tribes’ interests in the Yellowstone bison herd is a fatal 
flaw in the DEIS. Norther Cheyenne Tribe y. Hodel, No. CV 82-166-BLG, 12 Indian Law 
Reporter 3065 (D. Mont. 1985){voiding major coal leases for failure to meaningfully consider 
tribal rights in the EIS). 


Finally, the National Wildlife Federation, in conjunction with the Intertribal Bison 
Cooperative, has issued a seven point pian entitled, Our Common-Sense Program To Solve The 
Alleged Buffalo-Brucellosis Problem. This plan has become the central management element of 
the “Citizens’ Plan". As recognized by numerous commentators, this is a completely self- 
contained plan for dealing with the brucellosis issue. The DEIS has marginalized this plan by 
fragmenting parts of it between the various alternatives, paying mere lip service to other parts, 
and completely ignoring some of the alternatives suggested in this plan. In order to give full 
weight and credence to the large number of citizens who worked to provide your agency with 
this viable alternative, the Citizen’s Plan must be included in its entirety as a separate alternative 
in the Final EIS 


For the more detailed reasons set forth below, the DEIS is legally insufficient. 


The DEIS as written ignores the scientific merits of a program to control brucellosis in the 
Yellowstone bison herd. There has been no scientific documentation that transmission has ever 
occurred from free-ranging bison to cattle, there are no data frum cattle tested in Montana to 
document that brucellosis has reappeared in Montana's cattle herds and there is no 
documentation of an overlap in cattle and bison distribution during the period when transmission 
is theoretically possible. This DEIS conti~ues to ignore science and reality by proposing many 
draconian contro! measures for a public wildlife resource unique in the United States, ail to 
benefit the political power of a single minded special interest and their bureaucrats. 


The DEIS fails to utilize the vest available science and omits critical scientific detail, 
including important dint» regarvling cattle vaccination and testing as well as very critical data from 
bison slaughtered during th: » inter of 1996-97. The public has a right to access this information 
to meet full disclosure requirements under NEPA. This information and these data are critical to 
decision- makers for the decision- making process to have any integrity. It is apparent that the 
agencies wish to promulgate decisions and provide public information in an atmosphere of 
perception and manipulation, rather than a factual and scientifically based foundation. Not only 
is the lack of data a fata! flaw in all the alternatives, it leads the public to the inevitable 
conclusion that the subsequent decisions deferred by this DEIS to the state of Montana, 
specifically the Montana State Veterinarian, will continue to be scientifically flawed, based on 
perverted data while ignoring determinations made by the Greater Yellowstone Interagency 
Bruceilosis Committee (G YTBC) (determinations made with the concurrence of the Montana 
Siote Vet), the National Academy of Science, independent scientists and federal veterinarians, al! 
to achieve @ political goal rather than a factually based, scientifically supportable decision. No 
date wre oresented to document any transmission from wild Yellowstone bison to range cattle. 
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No data are presented to document there is any overiap in distribution of bison outside of 
Yellowstone National Park and cattle during the critical period when wansmission is theoretically 
possible. No data are presented to document any abortions by bison inside or outside of 
Yellowstone. There are no admissions regarding the lack of correlation between brucellosis 
blood tests in bison and positive tissue culture results for those same bison. The public is being 
asked to buy into a draconian solution for a problem that has not been shown to exist or exists 
only in theory. 


It is certainly curious to note that one of the most often cited techniques to dea! with the 
bisoo/brucellosis issue by Montana and the livestock industry is to reduce the bison population of 
Yellowstone. The same state agency personne] crying over the horrible risk of transmission of 
bruceliosis, a disease that has only been documented to be transferred among ungulates by 
abortions, also complain about the burgeoning bison population and the need to reduce it. How 
can these two positions be tenable? If abortions occur in large numbers and therefore the risk of 
transmission is higa, how can the bison herd continue to grow so much that it is a source of 
writation? It begs the question as to whether brucellosis is the real issue here or if there is some 
other alternative agenda being forced upon the public by the state of Montana and its Department 
of Livestock. Perhaps that is why Montana continues to kill bison bulls, calves and yearlings, 
anunals incapable of spreading the disease. 


The recent report of the National Academy of Sciences (NAS) entitled “Brucellosis in the 
Greater Yellowstone Area” must be included in its entirety. All decisions regarding a preferred 
alternative, objectives and impact must factor in the scientific findings of that report. It is 
imperative that the Governor of Montana assure the public that the discretionary decisions 
authorized in the DEIS will incorporate and consider as best available science the findings of the 
National Academy of Science. The DEIS must list scientific criteria necessary to guide these 
future decistons on this conflict. We wili highlight below the specific findings of the NAS 
Report that are critical to this NEPA process, findings that must be disclosed to the public and 
used in any and al) subsequent decisions regarding the bison managemers plan. 


Much of the controversy about this issue swirls around vaccination. Many of the alternatives 
in the DEIS describe using vaccination to reduce prevalence and to reduce the risk of 
transmission to livestock. NWF agrees that vaccination of bison is a tool that should be 
developed and used when a vaccine that is safe and effective for bisow und on-target species 
is developed. It is imperative to specify what the criteria are for a safe and efficacious vaccine 
Prior to any decisions regarding the use of vaccines. During many of the public hearings on the 
DEIS, some livestock advocates strongly urged entering Yellowstone Park now and using 
existing vaccines to reduce prevalence of brucellosis in bison. We urge the state of Montana and 
the federal agencies to strongly resist these calls for use of vaccines now, because there are many 
known problems with the existing vaccines and there are even more unknown problems with the 
existing vaccines. Again, we defer to the National Acedemy of Science report on the topic of 
vaccines and vaccinations. We outline below our concerns with the existing vaccines (Strain 19 
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and RBS!) and suggest criteria for developing a safe and effective vaccine. We also cite the 
relevant portions of the NAS Report to support our positions. 


Suain 19 
Strain 19 was formerly the vaccine of choice for livestock operators and is responsible for 


lowering the prevalence of brucellosis in the cattle industry. However, Strain 19 had significant 
problems that stimulated research for a replacement vaccine. 


First and foremost is that animals vaccinated with Strain 19 animals wil) react positively to 
to discriminate between animals that might have been exposed to the discars and onimals that 
had been vaccinated. This is also a problem with wildlife, i 

j i Without adequate records 


brucellosis blood tests if they pave been vaccanated with Strain 19, 

and unique markings, bison vaccinated with Strain 19 will be considered positive for exposure. 
Strain 19 is dangerous to humons, if accidently injected into 3 human, the vaccine will cause 
undulant fever in humans. There are numerous opportunities for the accidental inyection of 
Strain 19 im a person working with wild bison and the risk is too high to tolerate. According to 
the NAS Report: 


8 “None of the LPS-based serological tests discriminate between vaccine sirain !9 and field 
strains of B. abortus; they may detect differences in magnitude o7 persistence of brucelia 
antibodies induced by those strains but not qualitatively different responses.” (NAS - 
page 28) 


s ee ee SS ea 
(emphasis added); when given to pregnant cattle, it infects the placenta and can cause 
abortion; and it induces serologic respenses in vaccinated caives that cannot be discriminated 
from serologic responses caused by field infections.” (NAS - page 90) 


Additionally, the effectiveness of Strain 19 in bison is doubtful. Although Strain 19 was used 
for years in commercial bison herds, that anecdotal information is insufficient to justify any 
proposed use of Strain 19 in bison. Again, the NAS Report provides the scientific leadership 
necessary to justify decisions not to use Strain 19 in a wild and free roaming bison herd. 
Specifically, NAS states: 


@ “....819 arpeared to be more virulent in bison than in cattle and caused a high incidence of 
abortion when given to pregrw nt bison.” (NAS - page 91) 


® “Ata reduced dose in adult bison, $19 does induce some protection against experimental 
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challenge but also induces a high percentage of abortions (Davies ct al. 1991).” (NAS page 
91) 


® “In most cases of S19 use in bison; no abortion, anaphiyasis, lameness or other sequalac 
associated with vaccine use have been noted. Hewever, recerds of vaccine use and effect 


have not been kept for mest herds.” (Emphasis added) (NAS - page 91) 


Only one conclusion can be drawn from this evaluation of Strain 19: it is simply too 
dangerous and ineffective to justify amy use in wild bisoa. 


Additionally, to suggest use of Strain 19 in coordination with an aggressive tect and slaughter 
program for Yellowsione’s bison would be 2 deliberate attempt to manipulate and misicad the 
public. By using Strain 19, animais that formerly tested negative for exposure to bruceilosis will 
seroconvert and subsequently test positive. The Nationa] Park Service will then be under even 
more pressure to take an even more aggressive test and slaughter program to stop the increasing 
leve! of test positive bison in Yellowstone. The vaccination program itself will increase the levei 
of sero-positive bison and increase the number of bison Moutana demands be killed. This 
program will be self -fulfilling —- the more you vaccinate, the more will test positive, the more 
bison Montane will force you to kill, which is exactly what they want, as many dead bison as 
possible. 


The only vaccine certified for use in the ~~ttle industry currently is RBS!. It has many 
advantages over Strain 19, exactly why it has replaced Strain 19 in the cattle industry. RBS! will 
not caus? infection in humans and it does not result in 2 false positive biood test for vaccinated 
animals. However, RBS was developed for catuc and has never been proven safe or effective 
for use in bison. RBS! is currently being investigated by numerous state and federal researchers 
for usc in bison. Ultimately, RBS! may be used in wild bison, but until the research is 
completed, use of RBS] with Yellowstone bison would be premature and irresponsible. The 
NAS report reviewed the various aspects of use of RBS! in bison and concluded: 


®@ “RBS1 has tropism for the bison placenta It has been shown experimentally to cause 
endometriosis anc piscentitis that result in abortion in pregnant bison. Of eight bison cows 
given RBS1, two aborted (68 and 107 days after vaccination). RBS! was isolated from the 
cows’ reproductive tissue and supramammary lymph nodes and from fetal bronchial lymph 
nodes and amniotic fluii. The vaccine dose used wes similar to that used in cattle and might 
be appropriate for bison (Palmer ct al. 1996).” (NAS - page 93) 


® “RBS! might not be as effective in bison and elk as in cattle, although data on this are not 
adequate to know.” (NAS - page 93) 
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The NAS Report developed criteria for assuring vaccines are safe end <fective in the 
vaccinated host. These criteria (provided below) must be included to disclose to the public how 
a vaccine will be certified safe and effective. The NAS criteria are: 


NAS Criteria for Eateblinhing Binusfety in Vaccines 


Clinical signs of acute disease do not appear after vaccination. 

Bacéeria are not present in nasal secretions, saliva, or urine. 

Bacteria do not persist in the bloodstream for more than 3 days. 

Bacteria do not persis! in lymph nodes for more than 16 weeks. 

Evidence of buroorai or cellulss immunity is present 14 deys afier infection. 

No inflammation or chronic tissue injury appears. 

Neither placentitis nor abortion occurs in pregnant animals. 
Immunosuppression after 16 weeks does not cause recrudescence. 

Bacteria recovered after 12 weeks growth in the host are gen-tically identical with the 
vaccine strain. 


Aaditonai cautionary notes must be included in the LEIS to alert the public to the limitations 
of vaccination of Yellowstone's bison. Despite the DEIS attempt to isolate its activities from 
other aspects of the bruceilosis disease issue in Yellowstone, it is irresponsible to ignore that 
many cf Yellowstone's elk also test positive for the disease. It is miskeading to the public to not 
disclose that any vaccination program for Yellowstone's bison will achieve less than 100% 
success without some action to reduce the prevalence of test positive elk in the Yellowstone 
System. A brucellosis reservoir will remain in tee area and it is likely that the bisor. wil] be 
reinfected by elk. Therefore, arry suggestions that the disease can be eliminated in the bison 
population without a simultancous reduction im the disease in elk is manipulative. The NAS 
Report addresses this issue regardi:.g the effectiveness of any vaccination program by stating: 


® “It is unlikely that 2 vaccination program for bison would succeed without a preliminary or 
concomitant program for elimination of brucellosis im elk.” (NAS - page 106) 


8 “However, until a long-term controlled vaccination study is done, no essumptions sbout 
whether brucellosis can be eliminated by vaccination should be made.” (NAS - page 106) 


Finally, the conclusion of the National Academy of Science Report regarding brucellosis 
eradication versus risk reduction and management must be mcorporated into the DEIS and used 
to guide agency decisions. The summary conclusion of the NAS Report was: 


® “Because neither sufficient information nor technical capability is available to unplement « 
brucellosis-eradication program in the GYA at present, eradication as a goal 1s more a 
statement of principle than a workable program. The best that will be possible in the near 
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future will be reduction of the risk of transmission of 3. abor xs from wildlife to cattle.” 
(NAS - page 122) 


The Naticaal Wildlife Federation concurs with this recommendation, We have advocated for 
years a management approach that emphasizes risk reduction end management and our “Ciuzen’s 
Pian” is a tangible outcome of that advocacy. We certainly expect the DEIS and the ultimate 
decisions on this izzue to be guided by the wisdom of this conclusioa from the NAS Report. 


Purpese: and ’ ced 
Lotroducnen 


The introduction needs serious revision, inclusion of appropriate deta and characterization of 
tus nonexistent problem. Acknowledge there is no documented biological probiem end then 
describe the onty thing driving this whole issue is the APHIS goal of eradicating the disease in 
livestock. One simpic alternative that could be explored is modification of the APHIS 
regulations and policies to explicitly state the eradication goal only applies 10 livestock, not 
wildisfe. This would put the whole issue to rest with mimmal expenditure of public funds. 


This section must be modified to include more definitive information — it is remarkable in its 
lack of factual information pertinent to this whole controversy. Specifically, the public requives 
the following information to fully assess the problem and the impacts associsted with the specific 
alternatives. We reconunend at a minimum the following data be provided: 


1) specific instances (or the lack thereof) of the disease being transmitted fram wiid 
Yellowstone bison to range cattle in the Greater Yellowstone Area. 


2) the tota! sumber of abortions that have a occured inside amd outside of Yellowstone 
National Park by Yellowstone bison. 


3) the overiap in distribution of bison and cattle outside of Yellowstone Nationa! Park during 
the scason of theoretical transmission of brucellosis by bison. 


4) the interaction of Yellowstone's elk and bison in maintaining the disease in both 
populations. 


5) the lack of an approved safe and effective vaccine for bison or elk. 


6) the efficacy of RBS! in preventing brucellosis in cattle and the aurnber of cattle vaccinated 
in the conflict zone on an annual basis. 


7) the results of cattle area or surveillance tests for bruceliogs since 1985. 


8) the lack of correlation. between positive blood test results for brucellosis in bison and 
positive calture tests in bison The consequence of this lack of correlation should be 
disclosed to the public, ic. there is no assurance that bison testing positive for the disease: (2) 
have ever had the disease and most importantly and (b) that there is no wuy of knowing that 
bison testing positive actually are infected or contagious for brucellosis. 
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9) the acknowledgment that the blood test utilized to determine brucellosis status of 
Yellowstone's bison and elk are tests developed for cattle blood and physiology, not bison. 


10) the frequency of seroconversion during pregnancy for Yellowstone bison and the fate of 
the calves either born to or aborted by these seroconverted bison cows. 


Specific additions from the National Academy of Science (NAS) report that must be included 
and made available for the public include: 


® “Total eradication of brucellosis as a goal is more a statement of principle than a workable 
program at present, neither sufficient information nor techaical capability is available to 
implement a brucellosis-eradication program in the GYA. No good vaccine or vaccine 
delivery mechanism is available at present---it would be impossible to vaccinate all GYA elk, 
and attempts to vaccinate bison (for example, by rounding them up) likely would be very 
intrusive.” (NAS - page 7) 


® “Finding: If infection rates are not substantially reduced in elk, reinfection of bison is 
inevitable.” (NAS - page 5) 


& “Recommendation: A long-term, coatrolied vaccination study must be conducted to 
asse~< the complete role of vaccination in bruceilesis contre! and eradication for bison 
and efk.” (Emphasis in original) (NAS - page 8) 


®@ “Recommendation: Any vaccination pregram fer bison must be accompanied by a 
concomitant pregram for elk.” (Emphasis in original) (NAS - page 8) 


® “It might be umpossibie for various reasons to eliminate brucellosis from bison and elk in the 
GYA, so the best that could be achieved would be risk control.” (NAS - page 9) 


® “Tests designed for cattle have been used for years to detect sero-positivity in bison, but 
diagnestic tests used now for cattle have net been validated im bison (emphasis added). 
ome Data on the serology of bison with those tests are insufficie:t to support dogmatic 
of infectiousness (Olsen et al. 1998).” (NAS - page 32) 


® “Serologic tests can be read as positive when no antibodies resulting from exposure have 
occurred. A false-positive test might be due to cross-reacting antigens or to defective test 
procedures. Tests also can be positive in the recovery phases in young animals that have no 
live bacteria. (emphasis added).” (NAS - page 29) 
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It is also important to disclose to the public the impact of vaccinating animals with Strain |9 
on the results of subsequent blood tests .or brucellosis for that animal. The NAS Report states: 
®@ “None of the LPS-based serological tests discriminate between vaccine straun 19 and field 

strains of B. abortus, they may detect differences in magnitede or persistence of bruceila 

antibodies induced by those strains but not qualitatively different responses.” (NAS- 

page 28) 


@ “It (strain 19) has several disadvantages: it is infectious for and causes disease im humans 
(emphasis added); when given to pregnant cattle, in infects the placenta and can cause 
abortion; and it induces serologic responses im vaccinsted calves that cannot be 
discriminated from serologic responses caused by field infections.” (NAS - page 90) 


The Background section does include very important information which is subsequently 
ignored in the Environmental Consequences section, namely, “It is not possible to determine or 
quantify the risk of bacterial transmission based on the results of these standard serologic and 
culture tests.” Why then is so much credibility given to the perception of the livestock industry 
that their cattle are “safer” when the serology of the bison declines from current levels? 


Under “Risk of Transmission”, the agencies should include the list of determinants provided 

by NAS in determining risk. 

Specifically NAS states: 

®& “The risk of transmission is determined largely be the number of abortions that occur, the 
presence and survival of B. abortus in placental exudates, and the exposure of a susceptible 
host through an appropriate tissue barrier.” (NAS - page 79) 


® “In the past decade, two cases of abortions duc to B. abortus have been established (Rhyan et 
al. 1994).” 


® “But if abortion were common, many more cases would be expected to have been reported.” 
(NAS page - 46) 


® “The current risk of transmission from YNP bison to cattle is low.” (NAS - page 80) 


® “It cannot be determined with precision what the transmission risk is, because with current 
knowledge, it is too small (emphasis added) to measure with accuracy.” (NAS - page 117) 


It is alco important to include information published by the Greater Yellowstone Interagency 
Brucellosis Committee (GYIBC) regarding various aspects of methods of transmission. It is 
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unportant to note that the National Park Service (NPS), the Animal Piant Health Inspection 
Service (APHIS) and the Montana State Veterinarian are all members of GYTBC and are 
Signatories to the referenced GYIBC documents. Such information regarding transmission that 
should be considered and evaluated in the DEIS includes: 


® “The normal transmission mode (of brucellosis) involves direct contact with tissues or 
discharges from female animais that have aborted. The danger of transmission from bulls is 
Clearty less than the danger of transmission by bison cows, but the level of that danger has not 
been specifically determined.” (GYIBC - page 1) 


® “However, there has never been a consistent testing program within the Park, and it is not 
clear that all serologic tests are reliable when used on bison sera.” (GYIBC - page 1) 


Further, the DEIS is incorrect when it states on page 20 that: “Epidemiological studies, 
however, have indicated wildlife (probably elk) to cattle transmission of brucellosis on six 
Wyoming premises since the 1960s.” The NAS report regarding these six cases conchudes: 


® “Some observers have noted that in states that have eliminated brucellosis from cattle in the 
past, occasional outbreaks are typical for some time after a state has been declared class-free 
by APHIS. That is because the disappearance function of the disease does not decline to zero 
at a constant rate but rather has a tail of gradually decreasing probability. Given the pattem 
of outbreaks in cattle in the GYA, with no new cases since 1989, this area might simply be 
not an issue. Or it could be maintained that the lack of outbreaks since 1989 is attributable to 
diligent cattle vaccination by ranchers. Given the ambiguity allowed by epidemiologic 
evidence in this situation, wildlife cannet be determined te be the source of brucellosis 
infection im these six cases.” (Emphasis added) (NAS - page 45) 


__ Again, on page 20 the DEIS minimizes observations that infected bulls are not a significant 
“isk factor in venereal transmission of bruceilosis to uninfected cows. In fact, that risk is 
exceedingly small as stated by the NAS Report: 


© “As a practical matter, bruceilosis commonly is eliminated from cattle herds by vaccinating 
cows without regard to bulls, which suggests that venereal transmission is rare. Brucellosis 
has been eliminated from many managed bison herds using the same protocols as are applied 
to cattle (i.e., vaccination and culling). .......But given the spatial separation that usually 
results from management and the behavioral barriers to copulation between species, 
transmission of brucellosis between bison bulls and domestic cows in the GY A appears to be 
vanishingly small.” (Emphasis added) (NAS - page 27) 
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This conclusion was supported by the GYIBC in 1995 when it stated: 


® “Generally, the bull is not credited with playing a significant role in brucellosis of a cattle.” 
(GYIBC - page 2) 


8 9nd there is not ome reported incident of brucellosis transmission through normal coitus by 
os infoceed bal” (GYTBC - page 2) 


8 “The available evidence indicates that any risk of Brucelia abortus transmission from bison 
to cattle is almost certainly confined to contamination by a birth event by adult females.” 
(GYIBC - page 3) 


It is also important to include in the Background section that Montana received its 
“Brucellosis - Free” status in 1985. Brucellosis had been documented in the bison and elk prior 
to this time, as had the emigration of bison and elk from Yellowstone National Park. One must 
conclude that nothing has changed in the intervening 13 years. Montana’s cattle remain free 
from the disease, no other state has imposed sanctions against Montana and the bison herd has 
continued to grow. The only rational conclusion is that some political opportunity has arisen to 
suddenly make the heaith of the bison herd an issue, an opportunity that is not based on science 
or rational thought. 


disease test results that must be included in the DEIS for adequate public disclosure and for 
decision makers. For example, we find it incredulous that Montana can supply no dats for the 
numbers of cattle exported from Montana. Even data from 1995 or earlier would be enlighterang 
regarding significance of the economic consequences of politically motivated, arbitrary and 
capricious sanctions threatened by other states against Montana. 


The DEIS fails to integrate its proposed actions into the existing disease status of 
Yellowstone’s elk herd. On page 46, the DEIS describes how the issue of brucellosis exposure 
for Yellowstone's elk herd and the probability of transmission from elk to bison is “beyond the 
scope of this environmental impact statement, but will be addressed by the GYTBC in a future 
planning process.” Once again, the science of brucellosis, the status of brucellosis in all of 
Yellowstone’s wildlife, and fundamentals of epidemiology are ali ignored. Realistically, the 
goals and objectives of this DEIS are unachievable unless the inter-relationships between bison 
and elk and brucellosis are examined. The DEIS is fatally flawed, because it ignores the totality 
of the disease picture and then segments the NEPA process into only evaluating 
the disease situation in bison. Two of the alternatives (5 and 6) predicate their entire 
determination of success on reducing the seroprevalence of brucellosis in bison by draconian 
measures and clearly ignore the elk portion of the equation. However, im discussing Alternative 
6, ister in the DEIS on page 99, the agencies admit: “The length of time vaccination of the 
herd continues would depend on the original efficacy of the vaccine, and the seccess of on 
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going efforts te coutre! bruceliceis in the Wyoming elk popuistion.” Therefore the time- 
frame and uitimate success of this alternative is 
the agencies have declared “beyond the scope of this planning effort.” If the disease stacus in elk 
is truly beyond the scope of this effort, then the only legitimate course to pursue is to eliminate 
Alternative Six and any other alternatives whose success is determined by other management 
decisions that are beyond the scope of this DEIS. 


Objectives and Constraints 

Numerous objectives of this entire exercise are clearly violated by the DFIS itself in several 
parts of the document. Even if the public entirely agreed with each and every objective listed, the 
agencies and the alternatives violate their own objectives routinely in the DEJS. Outlined below 
are several of the failings of the document to live up to its own objectives. 


The eventual elimination of brucellosis from the GY A wildlife is discussed in depth as 
Objective 4. The DEIS admits: “The interagency team concluded that the elimination of 
brucellosis, even in bison, is not within the scope of this management plan.” Yet many of the 
alternatives, most notably alternatives 5 and 6 have as their goal to reduce the seroprevalence of 
brucellosis in the bison to nearly zero. Alternatives advocating test and slaughter are not 
consistent with Objective 4 and should be eliminated from consideration in the DEIS. The public 
holds the agencies to their rational commitment that eracication and elimination is not within the 
scope of the DEIS and we expect them to adhere ‘o this objective of their own creation. 


Objective 7 attempts to assure the public bison will not be eliminated from Yellowstone and 
will be maintained at a higher population than the minimum genetic population of 580 animals. 
Much caution is required before the public is assured by this number or Montana’s commitment 
to abide by its bison population commitments. It is critical this estimate be used as an absolute 

Much more work needs to be done to determnine the 
minimum population size for this herd. This herd is the only bison herd to continuously occupy 
the same area since the last glaciation. [t is true their numbers were drastically reduced, but 
every other existing bison herd in the United States is the result of reintroductions of bison from 
other locales, only Yellowstone was sufficiently remote to maintain some wild bison after the 
slaughter of the last century. There well may be some unique genetics found in the Yellowstone 
herd that is under represented in other bison herds, particularly public bison herds. 

The NAS Report certainly urged caution regarding the under studied genetics of Yellowstone 
bison when it said: 


a _but if any current population is likely to contain unique alleles frum the original bison 
” Gimatamtatee which occupied the valleys in the Rocky Mountains), it is the YNP 
herd. .......Protein-electrophoresis data suggest that the YNP herd and the Wind Cave 
National Park herd have the highest heterozygosity ( a measure of genetic diversity) among 
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the 12 public herds of bison in the United States (Stormont 1993). .......However, only a small 
part of the genome has been analyzed, and prudence dictates that minimal effective size be 
considered in any program of brucellosis eradication.” (NAS - page 1 16-117) 


Another aspect of minimum population size that must be considered equally with sheer 
sumbers of animals are the demographic parameters of any small popuistion. There need to be 
adequate numbers of males and females to successfuily mate and rear their young and an 
adequate age distribution to assure adequate recruitment, etc. These fundamental biological facts 
are further underscored by several of the alternatives that propose killing all pregnant bison 
regardless of disease status because they “could seroconvert”. The relentless pursuit of all 
pregnant females by Montana could doom the population to extermination regardless of any total 
size constraints. Minimum genetic population size must be considered, but equally, the agencies 
must consider the sex ratios and age distribution of the population and establish these 
demographic criteria, referred to as demographic vigor (Caughiey, 1977), as having equal weight 
in determining any lower threshold that cannot be violated by management actions. 


Compliance with Objective 8 in the DEIS would be almost laughable if the consequences 
were not so serious. As we have pointed out above and will continue to point out in the 
remainder of the document, the lack of factual information in the DEIS and the arbitrary manner 
in which decisions will continue to be made on this issue by Montana with total disregard for 
scientific protocol, scientifically based conclusions and perversion of data is notorious. We 
reiterate our call for inclusion of the findings of the NAS Report, the GYIBC Bull Bison Report, 
important data from the Montana cattle industry, etc. This objective is routinely violated by the 
DEIS and these violations must be corrected if the public is to have any faith that credible 
decision-makers will be able to make an informed, rational and subsiantive decision. 
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The agen-ics appear to be withholding important information from the public regarding the 
number of culture positive bison killed during the 1996-97 slaughter. The DEJS states that 
culture specimens were taken from bison killed during that winter to begin to evaluate the 
relative correlation detween blood test resuits and tissue culture results. Incredibly, the data arc 
not forthcoming in the DEIS nearly two years after the bison slaughter. APHIS must have the 
results by now and one wonders if they are withholding the information to facilitate their agenda 
that the blood tests correlate with current infection. The DEIS must inciude these critical data so 
the public can fully assess the likelihood of bison passing the disease to cattle and likewise for 
any decision makcr to choose a particular alternative. It is unconscionable for APHIS to continze 
to withhold these data from the public. The NEPA process continues while APHIS withholds 
data from the public. The bison are dead, where are the data? 


Presentation of cae controversial aspect of the bison populaticn is also missing from this 
section of the DEIS. Many have stased that Yellowstone’s carrying capacity for bison is being 
exceeded by current bison population levels. Although no definitive studies have been 
performed to explicitly estimate the carrying capacity, the NAS Report provides the first 
unbiased estimate of this carrying capacity and because no other extimate is availabic, this 
estimate should be iachuded in the DEIS as a legitimate estimate. 


The NAS Report states: 


® “The winter carrying capacity of YNP is about 3,000 bison; this analysis suggests that above 
this population size, bison will move out of the park in all but the mildest winters.” (NAS - 


page 61) 


This number should replace the arbitrary and scientifically unjustified population goal used in 
the DEIS (2500 bison). 


Law Risk Rison 


The NAS Report predicates its determination on the risk of transmission from several criteria 
that must be included in the DETS. These criteria are consistent with the policy of APHIS on 
determining low-risk bison and the interaction of bison outside Yellowstone and Montana's 
brucellosis status. The scientific literature is replete with information regarding the method of 
trensmission of brucellosis among ungulates. Not only does APHIS endorse this approach, but it 
is consistent with the GYIBC assessment of the role of bulls in transmitting brucellosis sexually. 
Brucellosis moves among ungulates in a very specific and focused mechanisms: abortions and 
infective live births. Again the GYIBC has stated: “The available evidence indicates that any 
risk of Brucella abortus transmission from bison to cattle is almost certainly confined to 
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contamination by a birth event by adult females.” (GYIBC - page 3) There is no legitimate 
reason for Montana to kill bulls, calves, yearlings and non-pregnant female bison. 
Livestock Operations 

Livestock operations are inadequately described in DEIS, critical data are missing and 
misleading conclusions will surely be drawn. Specifically, yearly tests for West Yellowstone 
cattle are discussed on page 157, however no date are presented regarding the outcome of those 
tests. No individual operator needs to be identified, only the number of cattle tested by year, the 
results of the tests and any actions taken. Only date from 1985 to the present would be needed to 
give the public explicit information regarding the health of the cattle herds. Area testing in the 
Reese Creek area is referenced to have occurred in 1989, but no results are provided. The public 
has the right to know and needs to know what those results were. The Reese Creek Area is one 
of the main conflict zones for bison and cattle and the DEIS should disclose the results of that 
area test. Brucellosis test results are revealed over and over again for bison, why not cattle? 
This section discusses cattle vaccination in Montana, the statements here are contradicted in later 
sections of the DEIS. Again the reader would be better served if explicit data were provided. 
There is no need to identify any specific ranch, rancher or operation and whether or not they 
vaccinate, simply the nusnber of cattle suitable for vaccination and the number actually 
vaccinated on an annual basis from 1985. The contradictions should be eliminated and the 
descriptions should be accurate and consistent. 


As to the contradictions referenced above: 
the DEIS states on page 157: 


® “At the producers’ discretion, female cattle in the park vicinity are vaccinated against 
brucellosis one time, between 4 and 12 months of age.” 


the DEIS states on page 235: 


®@ “ Practically all Montana livestock operations in the vicinity of Yellowstone National Park 
vaccinate female calves, compared to an estimated statewide average of 60%.” 

The DEIS on page 243 states: 

@ “......Montana would encourage producers that graze herds in the vicinity of Yellowstone 
National Park to vaccinate their calves with RBS1 vaccine. Since all producers currently 
vaccinate calves voluntarily, this requirement would have no impact.” 

While the vaccination program may be discretionary, the number of cattle vaccinated has a 
huge bearing on this controversy and the public has a right to know how many calves are 


SLNANWO?D 


10v 


14,819 contd. 


vaccinated. Is it some, many or all operators in the conflict area that vaccinate their cattle? 
‘Again, the data are lacking and the DEIS imadequastely discloses important background 
information regarding livestock management. The sumber of cattle annualiy vaccinated in the 
conflict zones should be disclosed in the DEIS. There is no need to identify individual operators, 
simply the number of cattle vaccinated out of the potential population near the Park that would 
benefit from vaccination. Not only are these data important to disclose to the public, but this 
DEIS provides a great opportunity for Montana to disclose and publicize the efforts of the state 
agencies and individual livestock operators to maintain the brucellosis-free status of their herds. 
This document was distributed nationally and could be used as an educational vehicle for 
Montana to protect the economic health of its cattle industry. 


Soci , 


The DEIS fails to state that APHIS regulations allow split status for states should a case of 
brucellosis develop. It is important to disclose what APHIS would do if cattle were diagnosed 
with brucellosis and how Montana could retain its “Brucellosis Froe” status. 


A very condescending statement on page 167 states that some people may not understand the 
science behind the management actions of alternatives, because they mistakenly believe bison are 
an endangered species. While some people may not understand the classification of bison, there 
is very little credible science that underiays the management actions outlined in the DEIS. With 
this issue, there is no tangible problem, only the perception of a problem and the political 
Opportunity it provides. Never has the National Wildlife Federation encountered a wildlife 
management conflict where there is no documented problem and where so little science is 
brought to bear on the issue. We request a significant revision to this statement is the EIS. 


On page 168 an amorphous reference appears regarding relocation of Yellowstone bison to 
the InterTribal Bison Cooperative (ITBC). There are two points in this discussion requiring 
clarification. First, Yellowstone Bison relocated to an ITBC member tribe would not be ranched. 
The tribes manage their bison as wildlife and do not “ranch” their bison. The ITBC member 
tribes hold their bison in the public trust by the tribal government, they are not privately owned. 
This error should be corrected. Also, there is a reference to “some tribes” who do not agree with 
the economic emphasis ITBC places on their bison. If the agencies have specific information 
from a recognized tribal government regarding a different view of how tribal herds should be 
managed and specific criticism of the ITBC approach, this specific information should be 
provided and referenced. The specific, detailed objection of a tribal government must be 
et ee ne CY Cine enanS 


WE strongly recommend the agencies review the 1998 Platte River Nature Recreation Study 


authorized by the Environmental Protection Agency (Eubanks, 1998). It contains some very 
valuable insight into the economic of wildlife based recreation that would greatly assist an 
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analysis that fully evaluates the economic importance of the wildlife based recreation dollars of 
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The DEIS should acknowledge the blood tests performed on two Yellowstone arca grizzly 
bears (Ursus arctos horriblis) showing positive reactions for brucellosis exposure recently. This 
information would provide the public a more realistic view of the scope of brucellosis 
elimination and eradication and what actions might be necessary to eliminate this disease frcm 
Yellowstone. 


Other Wildlife Speci 


No information is provided in this section of the DEIS regarding the role that predators and 
scavengers play in cleaning up the environment by eating aborted and live birth materials. Both 
mammalian and avian predators and scavengers are very effective im cleaning up any potentially 
infectious material deposited after an abortion or infectious live birth. The NAS Report is quite 
explicit in this regard by stating: 


& “Predation and scavenging by carnivores likely biologically decontaminates the environment 
of infectious B. abortus with an efficiency unachievable in any other way.” (NAS - page 
$1) 


®@ “Consequently, the presence of carnivores in the ecosystem probably reduces the frequency 
of B. abortus moving between bison, elk and cattle.” (NAS -page 56) 


This information must be incorporated in the Affected Environment section and integrated into 
any assessment of risk and likelihood of transmission between wild bison and cattle. 


Once again, the lack of information is very disturbing. Two very important points need to be 
included in any discussions regarding human health and brucellosis in the Yellowstone Area. 
As verified in the NAS Report, the Centers for Disease Control no longer consider undulant fever 
a reportable disease. Undulant fever is so rare, it is no longer a significant health concern for 
humans and this has nothing to do with the Brucellosis Eradication Program, it is a result of 
pasteurizing milk. However, one management scenario would greatly increase the likelihood of 
humans contracting brucellosis. Many in the livestock industry have called for the immediate 
vaccination of bison with the old Strain 19 vaccine. Use of Strain 19 can increase the likelihood 
of human infection, because there are occasional accidents with the administration of « vaccine 
and if Strain 19 were accidently injected into a human or sprayed into their face, infection could 
occur and the result is undulant fever. Strain 19 should never be used in bison for many reasons. 
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but one of the most important is to minimize human contraction of undulant fever. The NAS 
Report is quite clear on this aspect reporting: 


© “It (stra 19) bas several disadvantages: ty infectious for and csuses disease in humans 
(exaphasis added); when given tw pregnant cattle, it infects the placenta and can cause 
sbortion; and it induces serologic responses in vaccinated calves thet cannot be discriminated 
from serologic responses caused by ficid infections.” (NAS - page 90) 


(Cultural Resources 


A reference is made on page | 88 that bison popuistions had already begun to deciine by the 
1820s. What is the geographic area referred to here, what is the literature source? Bison had 
already begun to deciine in the castern United States by that time, but there was no decline that 
carly west of the 100" meridian. Please clarify the geographical area referred to here. 


A campaign to eliminate the bison and by so doing defeat the nomadic Native Americans was 
begun in the 1860s. This campaign must be described in the DEIS, no matter how uncomfortable 
it may be for some people to acknowledge. General Phil Sheridan actively discouraged bison 
conservation by testifying against a bill in the Texas legislature «0 outlaw bison shooting. lie 
testified: the lawmakers “instead of stopping hunters, they ought to give them a hearty, 
unanimous vote of thanks, and appropriaie a sufficient sum of money to strike and present each 
one a medal of bronze , with a dead buffalo on one side and a discouraged Indian on the other.” 
Sheridan aiso could not contain his praise for buffalo hunters: “These men have done in the last 
two years, and will do im the next year, more to settle the vexed Indian question than the eutire 
regular army has done in the lest thirty years. They are destxvying the Indians’ commissary; and 
it is a well-known fact that an army losing its bese of supplies is placed at « great disadvantage. 
Send them powder and lead, if you will; but for the sake of a lasting peace, let them kill, skin, 
and sell until the buffaloes are exterminated. Then your prairies can be covered with speckled 
cattle and the festive cowboy, who follows the hunter as a second forerunner of an advanced 
civilization.” (McHugh, 1972). 


There is no discussion on how bison first contracted brucellosis. It was from cattle either on 
site in Yellowstone or on the rangelands where the bison herd used io supplement the 
Yellowstone bison herd originated. These data too, should be provided and disclosed. 


A more complete examination of the history of the Henry Mountain Bison Herd in Utah is 
warranted. This herd originated from Yellowstone in 1941, it does not test positive for 
brucellosis and is enjoyed by peuple today. The Henry Mountain Herd stands as a quality 
example that bison from Yellowstone can be successfully relocated without moving bruceliosis 
too. It also is an excellent example of how a herd of bison can be hunted according to the rules 
of fair-chase sad sportsmanship. 
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Perhaps the one of the most egregious oversights in preparation of the DEIS is tise lack of 
consultation and coordination among the agencies and Native Americans so closely with bison 
and Yellowstone National Park. To fully understand and evaluate the relationship of Native 
Americans and bison and the impact the current practice of indiscrimiastely slaughtering bisan 
has on Native Americans, the agencies should have intimately involved Native Americans in the 
process. The tribes have repeatedly asked to he considered cooperstors. The same criticism will 
be applied to the impact asezsament, why were the tribes aot involved? This is a fatal flaw in ths 
NEPA process and one that surely will form the basis for legal redress if it is oot sutisfactorily 
rectified. 


The existing culture of the tribes is imoucted in many ways by the decisions and ultumate 
management actions as a consequence of the DEIS. The agencies must consider the impact of 
relocating bison to the tribes, not relocating bison ‘o the tribes, not allowing tribal people to 
salvage bison meat and carcasses, as part of the impact analysis. 
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The Aberastives 


There are many egregsous flaws with the alternatives proposed in the DEIS. Although each 
alternative will be discussed below, the flaws foved im common will be discussed first 
Subsequently, we provide below comunents on the unique elements of each alternative. 


Adjusting Cattic Allotments on Public lands 


The DEIS fails w fully consider the consequences of modifying cattle allotments on public 
lends. Much of the perceived conflict occurs on public lands with cattle seasonally grazing there 
under p *amits from the Forest Service. Significant modification of the permut parameters for 
these allotments could have very beneficial impacts to the conflici and drastically reduce the risk 
of transmission. The NAS Report states: 


@ “There is no risk of transmission of B abortus from bison to cattle im the northern range if 
biscn do not leave YNP. Cattle grazing is not permitted inside YNP.” (NAS - page 56) 


The fundamental logic behind this sustersent is that the risk is zero when there is no overlap 
between cattle and bison distribution as is the case inside YNP. Therefore, this logic is equally 
valid when it applies t lands outside the Park. There is no risk outside of the park if cattle and 
bison distribution does not overlap. The DEIS doce not address the management of private 
lands, and only pays lip-service to the management scenario of significantly modifying public 
grazing permits outside of Yellowstone to maintain separation between cattle and bison. 
Significant cheages in mamagement of public land grazing permits could and should be viewed as 
mitigstion for the scious of Montans to climinate the perception of conflict between bison and 
cattle grazing on private lands outside YP. If the state continues to pursue its policy of zero- 
tolerance for bison and feets it has no ab:ility to influence the timing and type of cattle grazed on 
private lands bordering the Park, it and the federal agencies must consider drastic changes of 
public lands grazing permits 2s mitigation for the drecoman achons iaken against bison by 
Montana. Public lands permittees already graze at their own risk and they should: a) not expect 
wildlife to be eliminated from pubiic lands simply to benefit theer grazing operations; b) 
understand if they choose to graze public lands in the conflici zone that there is a smal] chance 
for brucellogis trensmismon and c) accept that certain modifications may have to be made in their 
permits to restrict cattle to a season of use when bison are not present. The DEIS fails to 
consider significant modification of grazing permits es either a meaningful aspect of the 
akeruatives or as mitigation for the actions Montana tukes against bison in deference to private 
land grezers. Also, these public land allounents if modified, could function as the perimeter zone 
maenagcinent, transition ercas eavisioned by the NAS in their report. 
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Why is aot an educanonal « considered for mamy or each of the alternatives? This 
could have major implications on the perception of the status of bruceilosis in 

bison, the efforts by ail agencies to ensure transmission does mot occur, and assure the public the 
agencies can work together to ensure the viability aed vitality of both the bison population of 
Yellowstone and the livelihood of the ranchers. A focused educational cffort will dispel the 
misconceptions of other states and other state vets about the reality of the Yellowstone situation. 
and capriciously sanction Montana's catth. Lf the residents of that state outside Montana 
understand the responsibie actions Montana and the federal agencies are taking & manage the 
disease, they can perticipate locally and inform their own state vet of the inappropriatencss of 
sanctions and work to remove ail thrests of sanctions from thear state. 


Regulatory Reform 


Another very powerful, stand sione, alternative or component of cach siternative should be a 
review of all applicable APHIS regulations and policies that confuse the issuc of eradication of 
brucellosis in livestock and the status of brucellosis in wildlife. APHIS could quickly and easily 
modify its policies and regulations to ensure that when the nation deciares its cattle herds free of 
brucellosis, with ali the attendant benefits and it also de-cscalates the countcrproductive rhetoric 
so prevalent in this issue. APHIS could do what the government of Canada has done, namely 
declared victory over bruceliosis in cattle and work to ensure a0 transmission occurs between 
wildlife and cattle. The Canadian solution is so mmch more productive and economically 
beneficial than the political war the state of Montana and the Montana State Vet have declared on 
Yellowstone's bison. In this political war, we all lose, the cattle industry appears to be 
potentially diseased, ali bison apperently are sick. cattleren are responsible for the 
indiscriminate slaughter of the public's largest, free ruaming herd. [ts time to move forward not 
backward as we have been doing for the last 10 years concerning this issue. 


All aiternst:ves proposing quarenine are identicel and all delay snstysis of 2 quarantine 
operation until the final decision is made regarding the Record of Decision. The DEiS 
inappropriately segments the NEPA process by deiaying necessary NEPA analysis on a 
quarantine facility and operation. There are many criteria and factors necessary to site & 
quarantine facility and those factors, af least, need to be presented to the public at this time. 
Currently, the public has no idea of how * quarantine facility will be selected and sited. There 
will be tremendous pressure tw site a facility within or adjacent to the Park's border. This would 
significantly impact many species of wildlife and would contrary to the mismor of Yellowstone 
National Park. The facility must be sited in an area where the fences and other security features 
will not umpact migrating wildlife or interfere with normal visitor or recreational use of the area. 
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The Ft. Belknap Tribes have offered a site outside of theu reservation boundary for such a 
facility. Their proposal is on fee title land and although it is some distance from Yellowstone, it 
is not unrealistic to consider the merits of their offer. We believe the many other critenia 
describing what a quarantine site would require must be disclosed during this NEPA process. 
We object strongly to the lack of compieteness of the DEIS by deferring the environmental 
compliance for the quarantine facility to some future time. We have experienced such 
segmentation of projects previously and have observed how a superficial Finding of No 
Significant Impact is written after preparation of a equally superficial Environmental 
Assessment. This process functionally eliminates the public from meaningful participation in the 
NEPA process for bison management. We are especially concerned when we note language in 
the DEIS as appears on page 74 that “....construction of a quarantine facility or use of a bison 
vaccine, would also likely require additional time for environmental review and compliance.” 
There is no “likely” about it, these actions will absolutely require additional NEPA compliance 
and the opportunity for meaningful public participation. 


We are likewise concerned about the lack of future public participation opportunities with the 
many other decisions that are deferred with this DEIS. For example, virtually all alternatives 
describe a process where the Montana State Vet will have the discretion to determine how many 
days must pass after wintering bison leave an area of cattle grazing before cattle can be returned 
to graze the area. We certainly agree that the separation of cattle and bison in time and space is 
an important technique to minimize transmission, but we believe the parameters must be spelled 
out in the DEIS. We know in general how long the Brucella organism can live outside its host in 
the environmental conditions found in the Yellowstone Area, and we know when most bison will 
migrate back into Yellowstone National Park, we also know the dates specified by the grazing 
permits when cattle have been turned on allotments. Is there any reason to delay the decision of 
how much time is necessary to separate bison and cattle on these allotments to minimize discase 
transmission? If there are research projects currently underway that will further elucidate the 
necessary time frame, they should be discussed and the results of those and other studies should 
be cited as criteria that wili be used in making this important decision. The public has no 
assurance that decision based on science will be made, rather, if the previous pattern is followed, 
the Montana State Vet will leverage his decision making into a political opportunity to create 
further conflict and controversy. These decisions must be spelled out now or at least criteria used 
in the process should be provided along with the assurance that there will be full public 
participetion, review and comment leading up to a final decision. 


Similarly, the type of bison meeting the Montana State Veterinarian’s definition of “low risk” 
must be spelled out in the DEIS, now. We have no faith in the final decision of state vet. We 
have seen many bison die unnecessarily in Montana, bison that incapable of spreading brucellosis 
to each other, let alone cattle. APHIS has provided its definition of low risk bison to Montana. 
If that definition is unacceptable to Montana, their perspective, based on scientific fact should be 
provided in the DEIS. Without revealing what is scientifically incorrect with the proposed 
APHIS definitions in the DEIS, the only conclusion the public can rationally draw is the state vet 
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seeks to make risk management determination a political decision and leverage his power to the 
maximum extent possible. This is unacceptable to the public and should be unacceptable to all 
scientifically trained professional wildlife and livestock managers. Once again, in the absence of 
a meaningful discussion of the merits of the APHIS definitions and decision in this DEIS of what 
constitutes low risk bison, public participation is undermined. We demand that the Governor of 
Montana personally assure the public of their opportunity to participate in, comment on and 
appeal if necessary any and all decisions made by the state of Montana, listed as discretionary in 
this DEIS. Without this assurance, the public will continue to be left out of the process of 
management of public trust resources and those decisions will continue to be made by perverting 
the science and leveraging the political power of the state vet. 


None of the alternatives prescribe a mandatory program to vaccinate cattle against 
brucellosis. The alternatives that discuss cattle vaccination all describe a voluntary program 
where compliance is optional. If Montana was truly concerned about protecting its cattic 
industry, it would require cattle vaccination. Not only is this the most important step in 
protecting the economic livelihood of Montana’s ranchers, it would demonstrate to the rest of the 
country that Montana is serious about managing the situation to prechude transmission of 
brucellosis. This is onc of the most tangible steps Montana could take to effectively deal with 
the controversy rather than maintain the political acrimony of the past few years. The National 
Academy of Science verified in their report the importance of cattle vaccinations to effectively 


@ “...the most workable method of reducing risk of transmission of brucellosis from bison and 
elk to cattle in the GYA is vaccination of cattle. ..... Most cattle in the region already are 
being vaccinated for brucellosis, and this program is the most cost-effective way of reducing 
potential transmission from wildlife in the short term. ..... Until a program of elimination is in 
the implementation stage, cattle vaccination should be universal in the area surrounding the 
GYA.” (NAS - page 115) 


All the decision makers signing the Record of Decision should not only request the Montana 
Legislature to re-institute a bison hunting season, they should actively support such legislation. 
Governor Racicot would be especially persuasive in encouraging the legislature of the desirability 
and meaningfulness of hunting bison once more in Montana. A simple request will likely fail, but 
a commitment to support and encourage the legislature to transfer management authority back to 
the Department of Game, Fish and Parks and develop a successful hunting season along the 
pattern established by Wyoming, Alaska, Arizona and Utah would provide the leadership 
necessary to succeed. 

All alternatives that propose a quarantine facility leck a public commitment to ensure that any 
and all Yellowstone bison certified as disease free after quarantine remain public trust resources. 
There is absolutely no reason for these bison to enter private ownership. The InterTribal Bison 
Cooperative (ITBC), a cooperative representing 46 tribal governments on bison restoration issues 
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has offered for years to tap, transport and relocate healthy bison to tribal reservations. [TBC has 
also offered to cooperatively manage the bison health certification facility to assure the health of 
bison relocated to Indien Reservations. [TBC represents the interests of 46 federalty recognized 
tribal governments on all aspects of bison restoration. These tribal governments have commitied 
to managing any bison relocated from Yellowstone as wildlife, held in public trust for the tribe. 
There will be ao individual ownership of these bison. We are opposed to the privatization of 
these public resources. Yellowstone bison certified as disease free should remain in the public 
trust, if they are not transferred to tribal governments, they must be transferred to requesting state 
game and fish departments or federal land or wildlife management agencies. The DEIS must 
explicitly state that any bison passing quarantine will be maintained in the public trust and not be 
privatized. Any healthy bison transferred out of the quarantine facility must be transferred to 
legitimate governmenial catities. This will not set a new precedent because Yellowstone bison 
have already been transferred to state of Utah to establish the Henry Mountain Herd. Elk have re- 
populated the west after near extirpation because cik were trapped and transferred from the 
Yellowstone population to other states across the west and cven other countries. Elk began being 
shipped from Yellowstone to restock other areas in 1892. From 1912-1967, more than 13,500 elk 
were seat from Yellowstone National Park to various areas in the United States, Canada, South 
America and Mexico for restocking ( Robbins et. al. 1982). While some will complain about the 
process of trapping, quarantine and trucking bison to other locales, this is a standard wildlife 
management technique and many of our wildlife populations we enjoy today are a result of the 
trapping and relocation efforts of the past, especially wildlife relocated from Yellowstone. The 
DEIS must commit to maintaining the public ownership of these bisoa. 


There is a very confusing aspect to the descriptions and the maps provived with all alternatives 
that propose Special Management Areas (SMAs) outside of Yellowstone Park. There appears to 
be a discrepancy regarding where bison will be allowed within the SMAs the maps show the 
border for the SMAs as a red line, but then the maps show a stippled area where (according to the 
map legend) “bison may occur.” Why is there not total overlap on the map for the entire SMA 
and “where bison may occur”? This may be an oversight, but it aiso appears to be designed to 
convince the public that the entire area will be zvailable for bison when, in fact, in only a very 
email portion of the SMA will bison truly be tolerated by Montana. Please explain and rectify this 
discrepancy. 


Regardless of alternative, the DEIS must commit to utilizing any bison destroyed as a 
consequence of prescribed management to the fullest extent possible for research purposes. For 
example, APHIS and USDI scientists musi continue to examine the relationship between blood 
test positive bison and culture positive bison for amy and all bison killed from management 
actions. Examination of the reproductive tract to determine any compromised fetus’ must be 
carried out. The public must be assured that as much information as possible is collected and then 
disseminated to the public regarding the status o/ the disease and its impact on this public bison 
herd. Native American tribes must be the ultimate recipients of any destroyed bison. Bison parts 
should not be auctioned off by Montana. 


s- 


All alternatives discussing testing of bison describe how seronegative, pregnant bison must be 
destroyed or shipped to quarantine because they “could seroconvert” while pregnant. What data 
are available to justify killing or otherwise removing these negative testing, pregnant females? 
What percentage of the negative, pregnant Yellowstone bison cows seroconvert during their 
pregnancy. We understand serconversion is possible, but how likely and how frequent is this 
seroconversion in this chronically infected herd? It is possible, that seroconversion is rare because 
the disease is endemic to these bison. The public needs to know the frequency of seroconverison 
during pregnancy and the fate of the calves esiber bor to or aborted by these seroconverted bison 
cows. Decision makers need to know this informstion too if they are to make an informed and 
credible decision. 


a) ive One (No Action): 
Although there are no designated Special Management Areas currently, there have been two 


areas functioning as SMAs for at least the past 2 years. We are grateful that Montana has already 


accepted the premise of SM\s for bison outside of Yellowstone National Park. 
Alterative Two: 


Precisely what Montana laws place the burden of approval for SMiAs? In order for the public 
to understand and acknowledgs the credibility of this statement, the precise legal citation must be 
provided in the DEIS. 


Altemative Three: 


When bison cannot be hazed back into the Park during spring, why are they not transferred to 
the quarantine facility? Why must they be shot? This is a indiscriminate waste of a valuable 
public resource . This is one significant difference between this alternative and the Citizen's Plan. 


Altcmative Five: 


This alternative is an egregious betrayal of the public trust and the very integrity of the 
National Park idea and the National Park system. If this alternative is chosen, it will force a huge 
public debate about whether cattle grazing should be allowed on public lands bordering 
Yellowstone. The National Wildlife Federation has worked hard and struggled to keep the issue 
of brucellosis in Yellowstone bison from becoming a referendum on grazing of livestock on 
public lands. If this alternative were chosen, it would lead to an incredible amount of strife and 
force the public debate on public lands grazing. We are convinced that this alternative is so 
divisive that it would result in the diminishment of all interested parties resources and assets. We 
must not seriously consider this alternative or anything like it. Test and slaughter must never 
happen in Yellowstone or any other national park, reject this concept entirely. 

Just Say No to Alternative Five 
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We believe Alternative Six will like Alternative Five result in a fierce public debate about 
public lands grazing, a debate we wish to avoid. This alternative is significantly flawed and 
misleading about its ultimate management design. Once again, we are opposed to any test and 
slaughter program inside Yellowstone National Park, no matter how it is disguised and this test 
and slaughter program is disguised under the veil of reducing sero-prevalence through 
vaccination. Yet, the detnils of the vaccination program are never disclosed to the public. The 
goal of the vaccination and test and slaughter program is to “reduce risk to near zero”, the risk is 
already 20 small that the National Academy of Science Report describes it as “too small to 
measure accurstely”. Lf you cannot even measure the risk now, how can you decide when the 
secund phase of Alt. 6 should begin? Or is the real answer the visk is near zero when all the bison 
are destroyed? If that is Montana’s goal, st least be clear to the public and admit that is what you 
went. 


Phase 2 is proposed to begin when seroprevalence rates “did not decrease for a period of two 
years”. How do you measure this decrease? Is it a precise measurement that is within 2 95% 
confidence interval or is it exactly the same quantitative value? Given the fact that your 
measurements of seroprevalence are imprecise and the fact that the blood test has never been 
validated for bison how can you have any faith in the deta you generate? 


This alternative is further compromised by the admission that its ultimate success is tied to 
what is done to reduce the prevalence of brucellosis in the Wyoming elk population. Finally, one 
of the alternatives admits that the ultimate success of elimination is determined by the status of 
brucellosis in elk. And yet the DEIS was constructed specifically to ignore the elk situation. This 
admission shows the full folly of Montana's logic becauac, the only logical conclusion is that the 
disease will persist in bison if tise discase is only managed in bison. Once this test and slaughter 
program is implemented, it will never stop unless the people of this country come to 
Yellowstone’s aid as they did in the 1960's to stop the elk and bison reduction programs that were 
being carried out then. Montana apparently believes the public is 0 gullible and naive that we 
will eccept test and slaughter in Yellowstone under the guise that vaccination will have 

lowered the disease risk. Of course once the test and slaughter is started with bison, 
it will continue until all he bison are gone and then Montana will force the Park Service to begin 
test and slaughter of the Yellowstone elk population too. The rivers of Yellowstone will run red 
with blvod if this alternative is iunplemented and Montana has its way. 


Just Say No to Alternative Six. 
Altermative Seven (Preferred Alsernative), 


What is the scientific justification of the desired bison population range of 1700 -2500 
animals? As we previously stated, the National Academy of Science Reported that they estimated 
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the winter carrying capacity of Yellowstone’s winter ranges to be 3000 bison. This number 


should be utilized as the upper limit of the bison population. We encourage you to similarly 
evaluate and validate any number chosen for the lower number of this population range. 


Alternative 7 states: “No changes in allotments or grazing rights on the west side of the 
analysis area would be anticipated in either phase | or phase 2.” Please clarify what is meant by 
“grazing rights”. The only grazing rights we are aware exist are on private property anywhere in 
the analysis area. There certainly are no “grazing rights” on any of the public lands in question. 
Livestock operators certainly do pay a very small fee for permission to graze their cattle on public 
lands, but there are no rights inferred or implied in allowing them to buy a grazing permit. If the 
intent was to clarify different management schemes and opportunities for modification of federal 
grazing permits that do not exist on private lands, then this language is not only inaccurate, it 
failed to clarify those different opportunities. If the intent was only to describe what management 
options are considered for this alternative on federal grazing leases, then please change the 
language to accurately describe the legal arrangement between the federal government and those 
who have purchased a permit to graze their cattle on federal lands. 
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The Citizens’ Pan as a Unique Alternative 


The “Citizens’ Plan” is an approach to resolving the brucellosis controversy that is less 
confrontational and extreme than most of the alternatives outhned in the DEIS. Even more 
significant is the fact that the Citizens’ Pian will safeguard the status of Montana’s cattle industry, 
the economic livelihood of Montana's livestock producers, while responsibly managing bison and 
other public wildlife resources of the Greater Yellowstone Area. This Citizens’ Pian has as its 
central elements the “Seven-Poist Plan” developed by the National Wildlife Federation and the 
Intes Tribal Bison Cooperative. This Seven-Point Pian has been submitted to both the National 
Park Service and the state of Montana with over 50,000 cards and letters of support from the 
American public. The pian was formally presented to both entities by invitation at the Greater 
Yellowstone interagency Brucellosis Committee meeting in Idaho Falls, Idaho on August 7, 1997. 
Original materials generated by the public in support of our plan were presented to Governor 
Marc Racicot on November 17, 1997 in his office. Copics of the materials were delivered to 
Yellowstone National Park personnel on November 19, 1997. Despite our calls to have this plan 
alternative included in the DEIS, our requests were ignored. 


Currently, the “Se~-en Point Plan” has evolved into the Citizen’s Plan and enjoys the wide 
support of the conservation community and the vast majority of the American public. At all the 
public hearings regarding the DEIS, the Citizen’s Plan received significant support. The agencies 
must consider any statements of support for the [TBC/NWF Seven Poiat Pian as synonymous with 
support for the Citizen’s Plan. While some of the alternatives presented in the DEIS may 
superficially appear to be similar to the Citizen's Plan, they are not at all consistent. The Citizen's 
Pian is mach more specific in many of its features and its commitments are tangible rather than 
the discretionary, ethereal commitments Montana makes in the DEIS. In the text below, the 
National Wildlife Federation describes the differences between the Citizens’ Plan and Alternative 
3 of the DEIS. We wish to clarify once and for all the important differences between these 
alternatives and definitively show how the Citizen's Pian will effectively de-escalate the rhetoric 
surrounding this controversy to everyone’s benefit. Once again, we call upon the agencies 
involved to incorporate the Citizen's Plan into the NEPA planning process, evaluate its impacts 
and strongly consider it as the preferred alternative. This can be accomplished without a huge 
delay for analysis, because some of the aspects of the Citizen's Plan have been briefly considered 
as part of the various alternatives in the DEIS. It is the integration and compilation of the various 
espects that need to be performed. NWF calls upon the National Park Service and the state of 
Montana to issue a Supplemental Draft Envircomeatal Impact statement thei includes analysis of 
the Citizen’s Pian as the preferred alternative. We have attached a detailed description of both the 
Citizen’s Plan and the ITBC/NWF Seven Point Plan for your reference. 
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Alternative 3 vs. The Citizens’ Pitan 


The following discussica highlights differences between Alternative 3 of the DEIS and the 
Citizens’ Plan. 


Management Inside. Y cliowstone Ne*ional Park 
There would be no trapping and no test and slanghter inside Yellowstone National Park. The 
trapping and testing for animals suitable for quarantine would be performed outside of the Park. 


SMA's would include the Eagle Creek/Bear Creek area, and the area along the Yellowstone 
River to the mouth of Yankee Jim Canyon. On the west, the SMA boundary would be the 
Gallatin National Forest boundary, north to the Taylor Fork-Buffalo Horn Drainage. These areas 
are larger than the SMAs proposed for Alternative 3. 


Hunting 
The Citizen's Plan calls for management of bison in Montans to be returned to the wildlife 


the Record of Decision by Governor Racicot is the only way such legislation will succeed. 


Hunting would be used in conjunction with other standard wildlife management techmiques to 
control bison distribution and population size. Some areas would be appropriate for a fair-chase 
bunt, others would not and hunting would only be used where it would be performed in a sporting 
and fair-chase manner, similar to Wyoming's hunt. Hunting would occur outside of Yellowstone 
on public and private iands where bison numbers and distribution required control. Hunting 
would only occur where it wes safe and on private lands with the explicit permission of the 
landowner. 


Q ine and Relocati 


The process of quarantine and relocation outlined in the DEIS is designed to fail. The process 
of the Citizen's Plan is designed to succeed. The DEIS once again makes no commitment for 
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ultimate disposal of bison passing quarantine to governmental entities with the expenence and 
technical know bow to trap, relocate and manage bison. _|i is imperative that Y ellowstone’s bison 

j Transfer must be on a government to 
government basis. For example, if bison were transferred to Indian tribes, the bison must be 
accepted by a federally recognized tribal govermment on behalf of the members of the tribe. [TBC 
is recognized as the organization representing the interests of 46 Native American Tribal 
Governments regarding bison. The only entity capable of developing protocols for relocation and 
management of bison on a large scale and equitable manner to tribal lands is ITBC. [f bison are 
relocated to non-tribal entities, they must be transferred in a way that meintains the public 
ownership. For example, transfer could be to a state game and fish agency or a federal land or 
wildlife management agency. This has beer done before with Yellowstone bison, with the 
establishment of the Henry Mountain herd in Utah. Currently the DEIS does not specify that any 
bison suitable for relocation will be transferred to a governmental entity as does the Citizen's 
Plan. These bison must never be privatized as proposed by Montana. 


The quarantine process outlined in the DEIS is identical regardless of alternative and is 
designed to assure that no bison pass quarantine, that is, no bison will make it out alive. Rather 
than a feedlot type operation, the Citizen's Plan envisions a pasture type operation. A pasture 
quarantine can be just as secure as a feedlot type system, but a pasture system will be more 
hurnane, more successful and will maintain the wild nature of the bison to the highest degree 
possible. Also, the quarantine protocol described in the DEIS is extreme and wmecessary. It is 
much more restrictive than cattle quarantine procedures for cattle herds testing positive to 
exposure to brucellosis. The Citizen's Plan calls for a quarantine protocol that is similar to that 
veed for cattle that will assure the bealth of the bison without requiring the bison to spend years 
and years in quarantine. 


Alternative 3 relies on hazing to move bison back imto Yellowstone before cattle move onto 
public land allotments. {i declares that any bison not hazed back into the Park will be shot. The 
Citizen’s Plan is specific in describing that any bison that would otherwise be shot, should be 
trapped or tranquilized and moved into quarantine. There is no need to simply kill buffalo 
causing problems on private land or in areas of conflict with cattle. If the bison must be moved, 
then trapping and relocation to the health certification facility must be attempted before the 
animals are killed. Some private lands may not be suitable for hunting and some landowners may 
aot allow hunting on their property to control bison. Trapping or tranquilization and relocation 
provides the best opportunity to conserve bison in conflict with these landowners. Lethal contro! 
should be the last option for the bison, not the first. 


Vaccination of Cattle and Bison 
The DEIS in all alternatives simply livestock operators neighboring Yellowstone 


encourages 
to vaccinate their cattie for orucellosis. The Citizen’s Plan calis for mandatory vaccination in 
Montana. The Idaho State Veterinarian currently mandates brucellosis vaccination for cattle in 
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idaho, Montana smust take identica! action. It would not be necessary to man<ste vaccination for 
Montana cattle producers, but for those grazing within 20 air miles of the park or in the Special 
Asens, veccination should be required. This iz a cost effective way to minimize the 
cisk of wansmiesion and if Montana could document 100% vaccination in the conflict zone, it 
would remnove much of the preasure from other states to sanction Muatena's cattle. 


The NAS Report considered cattle vaccination so significant in minimizing the risk of 
transmission that it stated on page | 15: “...the most workable method of reducing risk of 
tansmiseion of brucellosis from bison and elk to cattle in the GY A is vaccination of cattle. ..... 
Most cattle in the region already are being vaccineéed for brucellosis, and this program is the mosi 
cost-effective way of reducing potential transmission from wildlife in the short term... Until a 
program of elimination is in the implementation stage, cattie vaccination should be universsi in 
the area surrounding the CYA.” 


The Citizens’ Pien calls for a bison vaccination program to be developed, but commits to 
vaccination only when a safe and effective vaccine is developed and commits to a non-intrus’ve 
delivery as possible. These commitments are lacking in Alternative 3 in the DEIS. 


Rather than sending al! biso- testing seropositive to slaughter as is described in Alternative 3, 
the Citizen's Plan recognizes that many bison are not infected and contagious and so proposes to 
allocate those aninals research. Onc of the most significant impediments to biron research 
regarding brucellosis is . lack of bison. The animals testing positive should be made sviilable for 
research. We do not even know the most basic infonnation regarding bison and the disease. For 
example, how accurate is the cattle blood test in determining discase status in bison? Have the 
Yellowstone bison developed significam immunity to brucefiosis? Is a potential vaccine deMivered 
to a pregnant dam of any efficacy to the fetus? Is the colostrum provided by a positive testing 
dam of any immune value to the calf and is it the colostrum alone that leads to a positive biood 
test for the calf? What is the rate of seroconversion for pregnant, negative-testing bison cows? 
EE OE Gy RS CES SETS aay GOS 
mumage 


The Citizens’ Plan calls for establishing bison berd management goals cooperatively, based on 
the ecological constraints of the habitat, not the political agenda of a special interest group. 
Population determinations will have two components. The first component is a minimum herd 
size that recognizes the winter habicats available for bison both inside and oucside of Yellowstone. 
This minimum herd size will include demographic parameters as well as genetic factors and 
include the public habitats outside of Yellowstone available to bison. The second component is a 
total herd goal for public lands outside of Yellowstone. This goal will be cstablished based on 
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habitat capebilines, intraspecies competition factors and the constraints of the winter forage 
resources. Bison will be managed back to the herd size goal for the area outside of the Park by 2 
combination of hunting and relocation, but never below the minimum population goal for the herd 
as a whole. This is im many ways similar to the management occurring outside of Yellowstone 
along the Shoshone River m Wyoming. Wyorning reduces the bison herd there during winter to 
accommodate the forage resources and the forage requirements of other wild ungulates, but docs 
not eliminate al] bison outside of the Park. 


The Citizens’ Pian commits to accepting the iow risk defimition for bison as outlined by 
APHIS. In all alternatives for the DEIS however, the discretion of the state veterinarian is 
referenced to determine which bison are low risk. This discretionary uuthority is uacceptabic. 
There is no sasurance the state veterinarian wil! utilizes sound science in making this determination 
or will consistently apply any low risk definition. There is no opportunity for the public to 
participate n these discretionary decisions by the Montane State Ve’. The APHIS definitions are 
acceptable to the unbiased scientific community including the ational Academy of Science. 
APHIS’ definition is completety consistent with the evaluation of the NAS Report regarding those 
animals and those situations that pose the greatest risk of transmission to cattle. These tangibie 
commitments are one of the most significant differences between the Citizen's Plan and 
Alternative 3. 


wand Acpaston 


The Citizens’ Pian supports current efforts to acquire winter ranges north of the north 
boundary of Yellowstone National Park between Reese Creek and the mouth of Yanker Jim 
Canyon. The Citizens’ Plan believes the value of this winter range is too high for bison and other 
wintering wildlife thet # specifically precludes development of a quarantine facility within these 
newty acquired lands. 


Lngemegency Coondinsnos 


The Citizens’ Plan specifically incorporates an interagency team of wildlife professionals 
made of up state, federal, tribal and public experts who will meet on an ansuai basis to review 
bason and other wildlife populations, range and climate conditions, conflicts with private 
landowners and other issues to adaptively manage buffalo outside the Park Members of the 
Public will heve and opportunity to participate in these discussions end comment on draft 


management plans. 
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Cittzene’ Plan is Consistent with NAS Recommendations 


@ “..the most workable method of reducing riak of transmission of bracellosis from bison and 
elk to cattle in the GYA is vaccination of cattle. ..... Most cattle in the region already are 
being vaccinated for brucellosis, and this program is the most cost-effective way of reducing 
potential transmission from wildlife in the short term. ... Until a program of elimination is in 
the implementation stage, cattle vaccination should be universul in the erea surrounding the 
GYA.” (NAS - page 115) 


®@ “Vaccinating cattle and bison would make the risk of transmission from bison extremety low 
under current conditions.” (NAS - page | 10) 


“Neither depopulation nor a test end slaughte: program alone is likely to be publicly 

.-..«. Those age important traits (wildness and intractability) to retain in YNP bison, 
one of the few herds where it is feasible to maintain natural behavior, so rounding up 1s not 
likety to be acceptable. In addition, the construction of facilities necessary to handle bison 
would detract from th: wural aura of the park and might beve detrimental effects on we park 
ecosystem.” (NAS - pe 92 112) 


® “establish perimeter zones in which snimai are monitored in progressively 


ia cattle vaccinated with RB5|. This weuld mere clearty csteitish whether transmission 
of B. abortus actaally is occurring in the GY A.” (Emphasis Added) (NAS - page 1 16) 
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© “Establishment of buffer sones between parks or reserves and the surrounding ands used for 
agriculture or other purposes is a well-sccepted approech is land pinning (for exampie, 
Harris 1984,, Western and wright 1994). The buffer zone is ax aves im which management car 
facilitese the twamsition between goals of two conmrasting land uses. in & source-end-sink 
model, then, the shift from favorable to unfavorable habitat (becasse of conflict with human 
land uses) is ecoommodated along 2 gradient in the buffer zone between protected and 
amprotected areas. Federal lands outside YNP could and some degree already do, serve thet 
fumcaon. The buffer zones also could be linked with perimeter zones fer brucellosis coatrol 


“The likely consequence of shifting the boundary of protection from YNP to surrounding 
public lands is thet tison . and perhaps elk, populations wil] amply increase farther, shifting 
the boundary to a new post - privute lands-where even greater numbers of bison will herve to 
be deak with. Those limits need to be confronted unless our nation is ready to make 
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im an adaptive management framework... Nevertheless, a cooperative arranger. tnt to 
ee ee ae 
achieved. (Emphasis in original) (NAS - page 9) 
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lmapect Asseosment 


Becanse of the factua! error: and omissions cited above, we find the section on impact 
asseoament replete with errors and is misleading For example, the impact precicbons are based 
on reducing the seroprevaience of brucellosis antibodies in beson, but ao vaccine exists yet for 
bison. is there a contingeacy plan for bow amy of the alternatives may have to be modified if a 
vaccine is noi developed in the tame frame hypothesized. The queutificetian of impacts on the 
bison herd are made with so little statistical confidence that the tarms of “slight, moderate, major, 
ec” bave no real meamng for the rxader. Perhaps all that can be dome is to sumply rank the 
smupacts of the differing siternatrves on the bison from the least impecting to the most. 


Alternstives 5 & 6 are so egregious they should be eliminated from the DEIS. Not only are 
these akternatives contrary to the mandate of the National Perk System aad cortsary to ben 
management, they are illogical, contradict the objectives of the DEIS process, contradict the scope 
of the DEIS and set dangerous precedent sbout how our national parks are managed. These 
alternatives call into question whether the natoral parks should be managed for the benefit of the 
public or the financial benefit of a special interest group. These two aiternatrves predicate success 
on a combination of test snd slaughter snd vaccination to “reduce the risk to near zero.", “to 
remove the remaining seropositive animals", and * After all perk beson have been tested or 
removed, the herd would be monitored for re-eppearance of brecelloais. ..... If the entire herd 
tested free of bruce!losis, the agencies would devise s new long-term bison management plan 
recognizing the herd of bruceilosis free.” These statements sre judacrows, the chseane cannot be 
eliminated from bison unkess chk are also intensively managed. 


The NAS Report characterizes the risk of brucellosis tanamission as so email that ii is not 
measurable. How can an ummeasurable risk be deternained to be “near zero”? The NAS Report 
acknowledges that a reducbon in scropositive rates mm bison and efk must be carned out 
concomitantly, so these alternatives are designed to fail. The real agenda with forcing cither one 
of these two alternatives on the public is w enter the Park under the guise of aggressive 
brecellosis «trol with goals Montans knows are amachievable . Then the operation will kill as 
Tuany bison possible to reduce the population as much as possible. However, the seroprevalence 
will not decline because of the operstione! probleme im capturing ell bison m a 2.2 milkon acre 
park and because the elk will continue to be a source of infection for the bison. So, 
seroprevalence will remain high, even at low population levels and then the Montana State 
Veterinarian, supported by the Idaho State Veterinarian and the Wyoraimg State Vetermanan, will 
call for a total round up and slaughter of the bison. The logic will be: “We are unsuccessful in 
etzminating seropositive bison Decanse of the difficulty m tasting the bssun under the constraints 
of the management decision. However, we have reduced the population to a very iow level and 
Bow 18 the time to enter the Park an¢ elmunate the brucellosis problem: from the bison once and 
for ail. Because the population is so small now, it is manageable and we can hunt down and kill 
any and all animals that svoid capture. Don’: worry if we eliminate all the bison tins way, 
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because you cam always restock with bison from other parks and ranches.” This is the true agenda 
of those who advocate Alternatives 5 & 6 and wity, although these alternatives are not supported 
by logic, scientific fact or the recommendations of the NAS report, they are still being desperately 
pushed by the state of Mcatana and the Department of Livestock. 


The case study information regarding estimated time frames nocessary to eliminate brucellosis 
from the emailer and fenced bison herds in Wind Cave National Park, Wichita Mountains 
National Wildlife Refuge and Custer State Park need to be incorporated imto the DEIS under 
impact assesment. The time frames described in the DEIS arc umealistically short and optmustc 
given the differences in the Yellowstone National Park situation and the other bison herds listed. 
First and forem: st, Yellowstone is much larger than either Wind Cave, Custer or Wichita 
Mountains, Y ellowstone is 2.2 million acres in size and is characterized by various types of 
typography and vegetative commumitics. The roed density is much smailer in Yellowstune than 
the other areas and therefore access is significantly restncted. Finally, all those other bison herds 
are fenced in, they cannot exit their respective reserves. Yellowstone is not fenced and is 
surrounded by significant amounts of public lands, some of it very rugged and maccessible. The 
consequence of all these factors is that bison in Yellowstone can move over jong distances, 
remain in remote arcas, far from any highly visible areas and therefore isolate themselves for 
mgnificam periods of time from managers and managespent actions. Therefore, the optimistic 
tame frames described in the DEIS require modification to be accurate and based on reality and 
experience. The NAS Report provided the following information as case studics for cradication 
in the above areas. 


NAS reported for Wind Cave National Park: 

® “The combination of vaccination, serologic testing, and management with removal of reactor 
bison allowed Wind Cave National Park to eliminate brucellosis in 21 years.” (NAS - page 
108) 


Regarding Custer State Park, whose management included aggressive test and slaughter and 
vaccination, the NAS Report noted: 


8 “Brucellosis had been eliminated in 10 years, even though not all bison were tested each year.” 
(NAS - page 108 ) 


The Wichita Mountains National Wildlife Refuge was also as aggressive as some of the 
ehernatives proposed in the DEIS with regard to elimination from bison. The NAS Report stated: 


®@ “tt took 8 years to eliminate the disease, and the herd was considered free of bruceliosis in 
May 1974.” (NAS - page 108 ) 
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The NAS Report cites a prediction that even with an aggressive test and slaughter and 
vaccination program, eliraination of brucellosis from Yellowstone bison would take 10-20 years 
(NAS - page 110). But this prediction was based on the experience in Custer State Park, without 
the complications of a large reservoir of brucellosis in another ungulste and therefore, ignores the 
presence of bruceilosis in the Yellowstone elk herd and the complications that the elk infection 
bring to any estimates of predictions on how much time it would take to theoretically eliminate 
brucellosis. 


The DEIS fails to inchade the effect of a huge alternate reservoir for brucellosis in clk that did 
not exist when brucellosis was cradicated from these other areas. The Yellowstone elk population 
also tests positive for brucellosis and is scattered throughout the Yellowstone Area. The potential 
for elk to bison transmussion exists throughout the area during the aggressive management actions 
proposed. However, the presence of the elk, the discase status and the likelihood of the elk 
maintainmg brucellosis in the bison herd are never discussed or factored into the time frames 
predicted in the DEIS.. 


The assessmem of cumulative impacts is narrow and short-sighted. With regard to all aspects 
of the cumulative assessment, only Yellowstone National Park and the areas of Montana adjacent 
to the Park are considered in the analysis of impacts. Cumulative impacts to grizzly bears are only 
limited to the interaction of the various alternatives and the Gallatin National Forest or private 
lands immediately adjacent to the Park. Impacts to recreation (hunting, snowmobiling, other 
winter recreation, changes in tourism) pever consider the impacts to the state of Wyoming and its 
programs and gateway communities. Why would not a significant decline in the total bison 
population of the Park because of brucellosis control not have any impect to the bison hunting 
season in Wyoming. The DEIS admits that some areas 20w populated with bison in the Park may 
not be used by bison for years to come (depending on alternative). If that is the case, wouldn't a 
Teasonable person conclude there would be an negative effect on the number bison migrating out 
of Yellowstone down the Shoshone River and therefore impact Wyoming’s ability to bunt bison 
and derive revenues from the hunt? Would not the gateway communities of Jackson and Cody be 
affected by a decline in bison sumbers that would affect visitation? If roads are plowed in the 
Park, as described in Alternative 5, to access wimering bison populations for test and sleugirer, 
would not these same communities be affected by the lack of opportunity associated with the loss 
of winter recreation?. The entire cumulative effects analysis has taken a rather narrow view that 
all the consequences accrue in Montana and none to Idaho or Wyoming. The effects of the 
various alternatives will be felt throughout the three states, not just Montana. It is an arrogant 
position to take that Montana’s agends will drive resolation uf this issue with total disregard to 
the effects of the othe: GYA states. 1t is equally irresponsible to not consider the impacts to 
wildlife populations across the entire Yellowstone area. Perhaps some of the grizzly bears that 
spend the summers in the Shoshone National Forest, in Wyoming, cast of Yellowstone, and den in 
Yellowstone Nationel Park, depend on bison carcasses in the spring to break hibernation and be 
reproductively successful. The cumulative effects analysis then needs to conzider the effects of 
the proposed action on grizzly bears in concert with proposed or currently operating projects in 
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the Shoshone National Forest and other arcas used by grizzties. These arc but examples of the 
failere of the DEIS to perform a thorough and thoughtful cumulative effects analysis. 


The discussion regarding impects to cultural resources is very disappointing, because 11 
assumes the oaly impacts to cultural resources are to those archaeological sites that may be 
affected by surface disturbing activities. While consideration such disturbance is important, it is 
nica sufficient to characterize the impacts to cultural resources as limited to these archacological 
sites. The Native American Tribes of the region and member tribes of the ITBC arc culturally 
affected by the actions described in this DEIS and yet no mention is made of the impacts to these 
cultures by the various alternatives. For example, there will be lost opportunities for some tribes 
it the Record of Decision does not include health certification and tribal relocation as one of the 
management strategies. If Montana continues to suction parts of slaughtered bison, there will be 
negative impacts to the culture of the tribes because they will not be able to compete for the 
various culturally important parts of the bison to be used for medicinal purposes, ceremonial 
clothing etc. These lost opportunities should be evaluated and characterized, even if they cannot 
be quantified financially. These impacts must also be disclosed to the public and the decision 
makers. 
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wel INTERTRIBAL BISON COOPERATIVE 
4. NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION 
PTL I a IE ITT EM TS, 


vaotaatiow OUR COMMON-SENSE PROGRAM TO SOLVE 
THE ALLEGED BUFFALO - BRUCELLOSIS PROBL © 


The joint ITBC/NWF proposal as an alteruative to carrest management of the 
Yellowstone Buffale conflict, is crafted te address the needs of aj) affected interests. 
Private property owners, hunters and ether wildlife cnthusiasts and livestock 
producers all will have their concerns positively addressed if our proposal is 
implernented. We firmly believe the presence of bruceliiesis in wildlife is an issue that 
should be managed by wiidlife prefessionals and that K can be resolved to protect the 
interesté‘of ali of Montanans, the Nation’s citizens and Yeilowstone’s Buffaic. 


NATIONAL 


OUR OBJECTIVE ts to maintain a wild, free-roaming buffalo herd that is 
allowed to range inside and outside of Yellowstone National Park (YNP). This herd is a 
public crust resource and must be managed and perpetuated as such. It must be allowed to use the 
public lands outside of YNP just as the deer, elk and other wildlife species do. [t is imperative 
that the Yellowstone herd be managed in the public trust and not privatized. Our alternative is a 
complete, integrated program, no single component can independently resolve the issue. It 
functions as a tool box, we must use all the cools to effectively resoive the issue. 


Rather than killing al] buffalo leaving YNP, whether healthy or not, buffalo should be 
safely captured and tested for brucellosis when they congregate on private lands and 
humen safety or property damage are concerns. All these buffalo, that are currently being 
killed, if they test positive for bruceilosis should be placed into a research program where 
non-lethal tests are developed to discriminate contagious from non-contagious animals. 
The ultimate goal would be to conserve animals with the genetic and immune capability 
to systermcally defeat the Brucella abortus infection. Al! buffalo testing negative should 
be moved to the buffalo health certification center for transfer to tnbal lands. back to 
Yellowstone and ultimately to other public lands. 


The buffalo health cerufication center should be operated by ITBC. We call upon the 
agricultural agencies to promptly approve this buffalo health and distribution facility and 
to locate it outside YNP boundaries on tribal. public or private land. Relocating health 
certified buffalo to tribal lands not only conserves individual buffalo, but also maintains 
the genet... integrity of the Yellowstone herd through conservation of bison genes on 
tribal and, ultimately, public lands. 
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The involved agencies and the public must develop s population goa! for the Yellowstone 
buffalo herd as a whole (including wintering populations outside YNP). When the 


be conducted consistent with the principles of fair-chase, and in an ethical and 
sportsmanlike manner on lands outside of Yellowstone National Park. 


Purchase fee title or easements through a public/private partnership across private 
property for a buffalo migration corridor, allowing buffalo to safely travel to public lands 
beyond Yellowstone National Park. Key private lands adjoining YNP on the north and 
west should be acquired from willing sellers to provide additional winter range. 


ADIUST CATTLE GRAZING TIMES AND PATTERNS ON PUBLIC LANDS 
BORDERING YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK, 


Delay cattle grazing on appropriate public land allouments until buffalo have calved or 
retumed to YNP or after buffalo have moved to areas where cattle grazing is not 
permitted. Relocate some allotments to areas where bison do not migrate. Provide 
financial incentives to reduce the financial burden on permittees. 


VACCINATE CATTLE ON A CONSISTENT AND ROUTINE BASIS, 


Implement a mandatory cattle vaccination program utilizing the vaccine RB-51 within a 
“Brucellosis Management Area” surrounding Yellowstone National Park. This 
precautionary measure will virtually eliminate the already minor threat to livestock. We 
strongly recommend the Federal Animai-Ptant Health Inspection Service pay for this 
vaccination program. 


DEVELOP A VACCINATION PROGRAM INSIDE YNP 


Design a brucellosis vaccination program for buffalo inside YNP only after a vaccine that 
is safe and effective for buffalo and other wildlife is developed. However, we strongly 
recommend a vaccine delivery system be used that minimizes disturbance to wildlife. 


Evaluate YNP winter road management practices encouraging and assisting buffalc 
migration. Determine if viable alternatives exist to the current policy of plowing or 
packing snow-covered roads and imptement appropriate changes. 
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Thank My name is Steve Torbit. I'm: a senior scientist for the National Wildlife Federation 
on of 


I've been to four or 80 of these hearings sc far, and they have continued to remind me of all of 
the contradictions that there are out (bare with this issue, both m the professional arena and in the 
private arena. 


We hear how horrible undulant fever is and how it's so bed that, you know, we've got to 
eradicate the disease. And onc of these days, a visitor to the park is going to come down with 
undulant fover. So | would ask the Park Service and the State of Montane if they are truly 
concerned about the humnan health issues in visitors in the park, thai they make sure that they 
analyze visitation; because last time | was there, visitors didn't milk the elk or the buffalo or they 
didn't belp either one deliver their calves. That's the way the disease moves in humans. When 
we pesteurize milk, we climinated the biggest factor there. 


One of the other contradictions that I hear is, Run Yellowstone as a ranch. Well, it's older than 
all three states. It's a national park. It's unique. So it can't really be nati as a ranch, because it 
hes a whole different paradigm. But the contradiction involved is let's run Yellowstone as 3 
ranch and let's limit the bison to the park. Let's not allow the bieon out om the public lands 
outside the park. How many ranchers are limited to a base property and not allowed to use 
public lands outside their base property? So which is if? Do you run it as 8 ranch and the base 
property all by itself or not? I'm confused. 


Of course, the National Wildlife Federation and its 4 million members and supporters believe 
that bison ere wildlife and should be managed as wildlife, by wildlife professionals, and allowed 
access to public lands outside the perk, just as the elk, jasi as the grizzly bears, just as the deer, 
and the antelope and the other wildlife are. There's nothing different sbout bison. They need 
tanagement, yes. And we belicve that can occur effectively and safely outside the 
park, not only for population numbers but also for the disense. That's why the Nationa) Wildlife 
Federation and the laterTribal Bison Cooperative have developed their own solution, which is 
now incorporated in The Citizens’ Plan. And we're alec supporting thet. 


There will be those that say there's no difference between The Citizens’ Plan and the preferred 
alternative. | would characterize the preferred alternative ae giving lip service to the significant 
clements im The Citizens’ Ptan, because there's guaranties to the public of certain management 
actions im The Citizens’ Pian which do not occur in the preferred alternative. 


We've heard a lot over the last month, sbout zero risk. We can't tolerate any risk of bruceliosis. 
And I understand why the livestock community is concerned about the nsk of transmission. 


4/4 


understund why they are concerned about getting their status modified and beng downgraded. 
But I think zero risk is absolutely untenable. 


On my way down here from Billings, I about hit e cow on the road. It doesn't mean we should 
go out there and kill all the cows so that the motoring public doen't have an accident. It meens 
we manage the situation. 


If management is what the livestock industry wants — and I believe we can have it — then let's 
manage for risk reduction; let's manage for separation; let's manage the situation. Let's not call 
for test and slaughter and eradication of the buffalo herd, which, by the way, wili eliminate a lot 
of genes that are very underrepresented in the other public and private bison herds across the 
country. 


Finally, es far as the whole issue is concerued, some of the comments that have been made today 
are very important ebout it's not a case of wildlife or livestock and the wildlife people and the 
livestock people shouldn't be fighting on this iesuc; that we should work together. | 
wholeheartedly support thet. | think there's much too much animosity that we are giving to cach 
other to accomplish somebody else's political agenda. | think that it's important for us to work 
together. I ‘unk we can work together and stop the conflict. Both of us can achieve our goals. 


My great-gra ndfather always used to tell me that you can put your boots in the oven, but that 
don't make sem biscuits. But we keep on coming back to human health or sanc’‘ons or testing 
all the cx:de in Wyoming as part of the problem. We've got to verify the problem. But after 
about 30,000 cattle have been ‘ested in Wyoming and not one has come up positive, you've got 
to ask yourself, What is the problem? Is the problem the disease, or is the problem the way that 
the livestock community, the wildlife community are being used as cannon fodder by APHIS and 
the State Veterinarian Association to accomplish a political agenda. If we stop fighting with 
each cther and start working together to make the EIS better than it is 00 they can achieve our 
objectives, then we both come out, in the end, winners. 
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Thank you. My name is Steve Torbit. I'm the sumior scientist for the National Wildlife 
Federation, out off 


U had several points to make, one of which I thought was very interesting. On the way up here 

1 was listening to the radio out of Sheridan, talking about the problems si the saic 
barn im Riverton and how they are going to be overloaded with livestock this fall. Cattie coming 
im the sale barn, they can't process them all because of the testing requirement. And so there's a 
little concern about capacity there im Riverton. And the reporter quoted something like 30,000 
cattle had been tested in Wyoming for brucellosis since the new station review in Wyoming, and 
there hadn't been one positive. 


And you've got to ask yourself, when is enough enough? Are 50,000 cattle, 100,000 cattle, a 
million cattle tested? When are we going to find out that there is not any transmission ! 
ee Se ea ne eee eee Oe 


People are being used as cannon fodder. The ranchers are being used, the wildlife people are 
being used, all the citizens are being used to accomplish a political agenda. And when are we, 
collectively, going to sit down and solve the problem and tell the agencies and the political 
people that we're not going to stand for it anymore? I don't blame the ranchers for being upect 
and being worried. If I had agencies that were working against my interests, robbing me of due 
process by being arbitrary and capricious, I would be upset, too. That's the pmblem. Brucellosis 
is not the problem. The process of taking due process away from the ranchers and threatening the 
livelahood, that's the probiem. 


The goal of the EIS is & resolve the problem of brucellosis in the GYE. | maintain that every 
one of the seven alternatives is not going to reach that goal. It's going to be like a wound that 
never heals. Every winter, the scab will be torn off. There's been bad press every winter. There's 
going to continue to be bed press. And everyone is being tainted by the bad press that's out there. 
The Park Service, the State of Montana, wildlife people, everybody 1s getting a black eye in this. 
And, again, | think it's up to us to come together and to work with each other to resolve this issue 
and not get cought up in this political cannon fodder that we've all been used. 


There's so unany things that don't just add up. You can't do it in five minutes. You can't talk sbout 
it all m five minutes. Everybody's been citing, you know, the NAS report. I'm going to read 
something right out of it here, taiking sbout the likelihood of eradication of the disease. 


Because neither sufficient information or techmical capability is svailable to implement a 
brucellosis eradication program in the GYE at preseut, eradication as a goal is more a statemeat 
of princaple than a workable program, period. 


NAS study. You want to use it; you've got to use it all. The cure is worse than the discese here. 
Okay. We can't eliminate the disease. There's no vaccine that works for buffalo. We can pull 
together. We can manage the situation and not leverage cach other, not get sucked mto that game 
where we are fighting agamst each other. 


As far as the number of bison, use the NAS report. It ex. .2e iat the wintes carrying 
capacity of the Yellowstone National Park is about 3,000 usson. Let's put it in the EIS. Let's 
analyze those numbers. NAS report, if you're going to use pert of it, use it all 


One of the things that the National Wildlife Federation is very concerned about is the idea of 
quarantining the animals and making sure it's done right. We are very much against privatizabon 
of the buffalo, any buffalo that make it out alive. We're very concerned about the APHIS 
protocol that's in the EIS, because we don't think any buffalo are gomg to make it out alive. It's a 
feediot situation that's much more severe than anything that hes a program for domestic 
livestock. We think a pesture-type system wouid be more and will actually get buffalo oui. They 
could be moved to tribal lands, the clean ones; you're right. The previous comment that said the 
tribes don't want diseased bison, that's absbhutely right. They don't. Nobody does. 


We've done it before. The Henry Mountain herd in Utah came from Yellowstone in 1941. 
There's no bruceilosis in that herd. There's no brucellosis i Utah and it's hunted Buffalo out of 
the park are being hunted im Wyoming very successfully. Why is everything 20 hard in the state 
of Montana? 


The last thing | would like to aek is thet if alternative 7 oc any of the alternatives that occur in the 
EIS are actually chosen | would tike to request that Racicot turn on the sunshine and assure the 
pubtic that all the decisions subsequent to that fine! EIS by the State Vet, by the Department of 
Livestock, and other State agencies have full and open perticipation of commeni opportunity by 
the citizens, because « bot of this is going to go on behind closed dvors, folks; and we need to be 
assured that we do have « place there and it's not done with a door closed. Thank you very much. 
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foie | em the sensor scientist for the Nehonal Wildlife 
Federahon out lam ao on behalf of the Inter-Tribal 


The Exvirocamental impect Stuteraent does not nor will the alternatives mec’ :is stated goals 
because 1 will not resolve the issue but rather wili be more like a wound that will never beal. 
We suggest a prw unique approach be mented ito the EIS and its impacts fully analyzed. 


There is a resolution to the imswe thet is economacally friendly to the ranchers and will also 
fomntain a wild viable bison herd and other wildlife herds in the area. 


The alkernatrve plan is the Citizens’ Pisn and because a incorporates all the cleents of the imer- 
Tribal Bizon Cooperstive-Nefonal Wildhfe Federatos plan, amy reference by supporters of the 
Citzens' Pian asust be conadered synoaymous by the Park Service and the State of Montana 
with the [TBC and WF plan. We believe this pian will restore peace of mind to the ranching 
community and will restore peace of mind to wildlife conservationists and Nahonal Park 
supporters. It strikes a balance. It's the classic mest each other halfway instead of leveraging st 
both extremes. 


We have heard a lot about eradcating the disease trom the ecosystem, that it's the last reservow 
of the disease. That is mot truc, and eradication is sisuply act possible. The National Academy 
of Scremce report shows how the plan for cradicatios is more of a goal than a workable sobution. 


The EIS truty shows how the cure is much worse than the disease. The NAS study also says that 
the nak of tranamission from wildlife w cattle 1s small but not zero. That's true. The nak o* us all 
bemg killed today by « meteonte crashing throegh this hotel is small but mot zero bul we are not 
wasting time and moncy digging meteorite shelters across the country. There is some risk in life. 
How many times bave we heard the western congressional delegations tell psople that they have 
tc beern to live with risk” This is only one of the mary risks we all have to live with. 


1 have to say on a personal note that | do cymputhize with the concerns of the ranchung industry. | 
have walked im that world, | grow up and worked on a western cattle ranch | understand why 
they cannot rest easy af night because they worry about thew economec feture and thea ability to 
make a dollar off then herds. | anderstand those concern But ! think there is reeotution that 
will address those concerns withow: the [‘raconien messures cuthned in the EIS 


My great grandfather always weed to tell me to be real careful about what other people told me 
and whet | wid mysvif. He snid be real careful because you can pul your boots in the oven, but 
that dort make them biscuits, and we keep shoving these brucellosis boots in the oven and it 
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doesn! make i any more real, it doesnt make the probiem any worse than it currently is if you 
put « down on paper. 


So you have to ask yourself what's the real problen and is the real problem the lack of due 
process thet the ranching community experiences when sanctions are levied against daho, 
Wyoming, and Montana. | szungly suggest that the Park Service and the State of Montana 
analyze bow other states -2r wuduly thresten sanctions agamst Wyornng, ldeho, aad Montana 
without dee process. To be so arbitrary and capriciously mterfering with interstate comanerce is 
totally appropriate. 


While | sympathize with the ranching communsty, | also understand what the conservation anc 
wildlife comenumsty is facing. We are going to tun | 50 yvars of wildlife conservation on its 
head. We tave the most succesefixi form of wildlife oomservation on the planct and we are ready 
to turn our beck on that and rucie thee have wildlife profemeouais manage our wildlife, we are 
going to ture raamagement ova to 2 single apccial mterest group, which is mappropriate. 


We don't let the highway department or the Bureau of Recheunation manage our wildlife for the 
very same reason that the Department of Livestock in Montave should aot mauage wildhie. 


Fually, | thank s¢'s mmportant thet the Park Service und the State of Montana incorporate 
guidance from the NAS study in the EIS ou the disease problem. For exaunple, the NAS study 
states thet 3,000 bison is an approximate winter carrying capecity for the Park. That should be 
the upper population goal in the Environmental impact Statement, not |,700 bsson. You have 
got to wonder if brucellosis is the real issue, why are we worried about the member of b.son in 
thés EIS. 
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gras tak end nen abe Gan de Lieu Siabeupdaten figure that the EIS currently 
considers. 


| aleo think thet we ahould work toward eradication. It's en exotic orgamam. It should be 
elimmmated from the Park but we have got to get e whole lot smarter and develop a whole ict 


better techniques before we can accompiish thet 


Fimaliy, much hes bven eaid about the sbility of fe ranching community to marke: thea livestock 
across state and imemational lines It's importast tw state that the cation of Canada hax declared 
itself brucellosis free deapite the fact they still have brucellons in thea wild bisun, they have just 
been « lot smarter than us, they heve declared victory and goue home because they know wrere 
the limits ere. They heve eradicated it from livestock and they are not worried about the wildlife 
asd they are doing s much better joo of presenting to the public the health of their livestock herd 
than are we, thore is no question i the public's und about the hvestock's heakth and there 
the chronic question sbovt the health of our livestock. 
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Tm Laura Adducci with Natiowal Wildlife Federation. As Sherei mentioned, with four million 
members nationwide, we are the largest conservation group in the country. Some of these 
coumments | made im Denver, but | feel like they need to be stated agam, as weil as restating some 
of the things Sherol's mentioned. 


The following is 3 quote from the April 21s, | 998 issue of The Westebesket from the group, 
Taxpayers for Common Sense. “The buffeic sttuston in Yellowstone National Park leads to 
qaestions sboui wiy the governmant is sporxiing mulhons slangitering wildhife w protect 
subsidized cattle that are supposed to little risk. in other words, how tax payers pay to herd and 
corral wildlife while domesti= cattle enjoy their subsidized home on the range." That is just one 
statement tive illustrates the defiance of common sense surrounding the management of 
Yellowstone Nationa! Park's buffalo. 


The so-called preferred siternatrve mm the drafi exvironmental impact statement is little more than 
an expanded versioa of the interiz) management plea under which 1,062 buffalo were 
claughtered needlessly im Moatemn during the 1996-97 winter. Instead of recommending the 
implementation of a scientifically beced, viable management solution, the National Park 
Service's preferred alternative grants abeotute management authority to the Montana Board of 
Livestock, again flying in the face of common sense. 


Livestock managers would heave the power to deny the buffalo the wae of lands outside the park, 
denying them the freedon: to roam. This is a right granted to other wildlife, such as elk und 
bears. Why not the buffalo? 


The apparent reason is brucellosis. Deapite scientific evidence to the contrary, the livestock 
industry fears that buffalo could tranemét the dissase to cattle. Even if wild-buffalo-to-caitle 
tranamismon were possible, there would be no justificaticn for the slaughter of calves, bulls and 
negative-testing buffalo, none of which preosats any threat. 


This, too, defies common sense. There is simply no scientific basis for the slaughter of buffalo 
im the interest of livestock protection. Thes issue puts the national park system, buffalo and eli 
wildlife st riek. Common sense usust prevecl It onty makes sonse that the Yellowstore buffslc 
herd be managed in the public trust, not privatized by livestock wterests. 


Other wildlife will be affected by the outcome of this management pian. Bruceilomz is also in 
the Yollowstone elk populstion, and the Montana ste vet has iuticated that if he preva: with 
buffalo, he will take 00 the elk. None of the alternatives presented in the draft environmental 
mmpact statement would resolve the bruceiloms issue. 


Reason dictates that if brucellosis were the real issuc, sone of thc alternatives would be 
satisfactory. The real ispec is, who hes jurisdiction over the management of the public's wildlife? 
The resolution of this question will set the stage for wildlife management in this country for the 
foresesabie fisture. The solution mast be groumded i solid science aad reason. 


The National Wildlife Federation and the intertribal Bison Cooperative's seven point solution is 
an mtegruted programn conrwtent with the findings of ths National Academy of Sciences. A 
coaliten of couservation groups has mtegrated that seven point sobsios imo 1 document called 
the Citizens’ Pian, winch is being widely promoted as a comamaan 2enec solution cf choic~. 


Under the pian, buffalo moving ou t private land would be held to be tested for brucellosis. 
Negative-testing buffzio would be transported to tribal lmeds where they would be allowed to 
roam free and where they would be respected and valucd as part of the tribe's culveral heritage. 


Some of the common sense ideas included in the Citzons' Plan: Yellowstone is not 2 200 or 8 
ranch and should mot be managed as s 200 or a ranch but as 6 national perk. 


Yellowstone buffalo are a public resource and must not be privatized by Montana. Mastan: 
Mus. commu to sccepting APHIS's designation of low risk bison. Test end slaughter 1s 
unacceptable to the American people in America's first national perk and all natonai perks. Test 
and slanghter of wildlife will destroy the nsboael park ideal and will destroy the pubtic’s 
wildlife. It is as simpie as dus: Yellowstone's buffalo herd does not have to be destroyed to 
protect Montana's cattle from bruceilos’. 


Thven the total eradication of brucellosis im Yellowstone, it is meponsibie. The price to the public 
of chasing thst and is too high There is « comsnon sense solution to the management of 
Yeliowstone's buffalo. The National Wildlife Federation supports the Citizens’ Pian. 
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Oral testimony »-ovided at the Holiday Inn, ERIE on September |, 1998 


f is Stove Torbu. Im tae senior scientist for the National Wildlife Federation here in 


sod today m presendang testimony on behalf of our 4 milion members and supporters 
and of the «5: -<» x4 wibes of the Interwibal Bison Cooperative. 


Ome of the =:yectrves that I have here today is to conthaue to advocate for some cummon sense to 
be injected in the whole debate and for commaon senec to prevail with the resolutica of the issue. 
At the winter mecting of the Greater Yellowstone laterugeacy Brucellosis Cousmittee in Jeckson, 
Wyomung last year, one of the state veterinarians said to the public, to the sudiance in attendance 
at that meeting, “You guys have to understand, with this issue the truth is totally mrelevant." 
And despite the outrage, In beginning to thank he was very rigtt, becausc there's been s> many 
myths, not only proposed as fact in the EIS, but also in the public testimony by the people who 
would espouse eradication of the disease in the wildlife. So what like tw do is take on those 
myths. 


The first one is the human health risk. There have been a lot of people in the livestock 
community, the Wyoming and Montana Stockgrowers, thet heve talked shout the great risk to 
the park visitors from brucellosis and how a perk visitor is going to come down with undulant 
fever, the human form of brucellosis. And of course, the humen health risks have been basically 
eliminated, once we figured out to pasteurize milk aed not pass brucefioais to humans from 

milk. So I'd like to state for the record thst unless visitors are plannirg on milking 
the buffalo and elk and uss the oulk for breakfast or being buffalo n1idwives, I don't sce any 
reason to be concemed about human health concerns. 


There is also a demand by the stock growers to vaccinate the buffalo now with Strain 19, it's the 
historical vaccination used for the cattle industry, and it helped clean up the cattle industry. It's 
effective im cattle. There is one reason why they don't use it anymore, though; it will give you 
false positive blood tests. An snimal that's been vaccinsted can show a false positive, in other 
words, will be shown to be to have been exposed to the disease. When you couple vaccination 
with Strata 19 with test and slaughter as the livestock people advocate, you're basically building 
up the numbar of positive reactors you'll have in the bison herd, asd eo ycar after year when they 
do test and slaughter and vaccinate Strain 19, more and more buffalo will be killed. Sooner or 
later, the herd will be elitninated because of their mcreasing in the level of blood test positives. 
So one of the things we need to do is if we develop the vaccination system, not only must it be 
safe and effective, it also nut uct yield false positive results. 


There has been a lot of talk about zero risx. The livestock community can't stand zero risk. But 
again, why do cows get zero risk in their lives? If the pecple of Alpine, Wyoming, have E. Cot 
ip. Goeir drinking water, they're sick; they hoven't been able to get the water cleaned up. You 

‘ave to ask yourself, wouldn't the $30 to $60 million the AFA spends on brucellosis eradication, 


NE 


at least a péece of it, especially the piece spent on this ispuc, be better apent helping thos: people 
io Alpine, Wyoming? 


How many people have gotten sick from E. Coli in our processed food supply? Why don't we 
guai intec them zero risk? This past spring, my son got salmonella from a fast food restaurant in 
Dem er. We don't go aruund shooting the fast food restaurants aad killing them. We have to 
accept the fact that life is not risk free. 


Eradication is also advocated by those who would violste the mtagrity of the national perk 
boundaries and the naticosl park otic. You have tw ask yourself, what's the price of eradication? 
One private veterinarian in Wyoming said his spproach w eradication would be to fly the 
military into the park, taking out as rummy elk and bison as you could with helicopter gunships 
and then finishing them off with troops. He's probably right; that's probably what it would tae. 
And what sbout the ome or two Brucella that lodg: in the coyote here and there or s peckra or a 
mouse’ Eradication is a very, very tough term. 


So the bottom linc is the National Wildlife Federsnon is advocating for common sense, sume 
screntific legitimacy, bul to maintain wildlife manages ss free-ranging species by wildlife 
professionals. We'rc totally against test and sksaghter. We believe that wherever the public sees 
the words “test and slaughter,” they need to translate that to wildlife holocaust. Test and 
slengiter hes no place im national perk or on public lands with wildlife Thic's a public 
resource; it shoulda't be muwaged in deference to a single special interest. 


You heve to ask yourself what the real problem here is. Is it the diseuse, despite 30,000 cattle 
being tested in Wyoming and no positives coming up? Is the real problem the fact that there are 
50 state veterinarians out there who con rob ranchers of due process by issuing erbitrary and 
capricious ssactions against other states, designed to take ranchers ecuxcmiic hostage, and then 
leveraging that hostage-taking to expand the power of the state vets? Cur system: of government 
is predicated on checks and belances. There are ac checks on the state vets, and there is certainly 
no balance in this system. And we support balance and common sense, and that is why we 
support the Citizens’ alternative. 


6l¥ 


Oral testimony provided atthe Holiday inn Soh I SI on 
Sqptember 29, 1998 


name 1s Steve Torbat. I'm the senscs scientia: for the Netonel Wildlife Federation out of 
| epprociate the cpportumity to apeak cace again un behalf of National 
Wildlife Federation and its more than 4 inillion masubers and sapponvers about the Yellowstone 
buffalo issue. 


| thank if’s important to keep im our naind thet tus iseuc is going to force the American public to 
decide whether they want to am their buck on the most surcessful system of wildlife 
conservation thut the world hes ever known and if we want to tun over a balanced approach w 
wildlife management and parks management wiere te public imtarests are served and replace it 
with a situation where ualy « single special mierest needs are scrved. 


There's been lots of folks at these bearings and folks today that have said there's nover been 3 
documented case of brucellosis transmission from wild buffalo to range cattle, and that's truc. 
But even beyuad thet, over the last year or 90, there's beew over 30,000 cattle tested in the ax 
Wyoming counties hordering Y«llowvtone National Park. There's not been one positive reactor 
that's been found in those more than 30,000 cattle. It forces you to ask the question where's the 
beef? How much more data, how such more real scientific information do we need to confirm 
that brucellosis 1s not a real disease, it's a political disease? And you have to ask yourself what's 
Gziving the issue? Why is this a problem? And one of the thungs that we must always keep in 
mand was thet in 1934, one APHIS bureaucrat wrote a reguistion thet APHIS’ regulatory goal for 
pees is eradication was to eradicate it from the coumtry by the tera of the century. We're 
there m time. 


There's sbout six cattle herds left in the country that still react positive to brucellosis tests, so that 
basically they have almost accomplished their misnon. But now they're scared. They've been 20 
successful they have to mentain their $ 60 million: enamel budget if they're successful in wiping 
bruceilosis owt of the livestock. So now they turn their attention to the Yellowstone buffalo herd 
and Y cllowstonc wildlife. 


Aad you have to ask yourself how asuch evolution we've undergone as a country technologically 
and socially since 1934, and ien't it time for APHIS to apdiate their regulatory goal of eradication. 
And eo at this time, National Wildlife Federation is formally calling upon APHIS as 
cooperating agency in the EIS to update thew goe' of brucelions eradication and specify that 
Galy eppines to livestuck. It does not apply to any wildlife popelanons anywhere in the country 
and to send that new reguishor out to the country for public comment. I'm sure that they will 
recerve a vast amount of support for thet reguistory change. Bul again, we must keep in mind 
that iY they do that, they lose ther $ mihon eanesl budget 


| thimk it's mmportant for all folks thet are mterested in netional perks and wikdlife conservation 

thoes resources im the public trust to reject all calls for eradication of the diseas: in 
bison and ck m Yellowstone because it's not consistam with common sensc. It's also aot 
consistent with the goals and purposes of the EIS. If you read the EJS im the introduction, thare 1s 
a specific sttemont that this docament is not about crudicating the dissasc in Y ellowmone 
Nanonal Park. And yet st many of ths other hearings, capecialty in Wyoming, ideho and 
Mcatana, we've heard about how the disenec wut be eradicated. 


So I'm formally calling upon the Park Service to be consistent with their charge to the public that 
this is pot an eradication docement and it will not be perverted mito um cradicaton document by 
the Montana Department of Livestock or the stock growers. 


There's 20 muck contradiction and pacados with this issue, we could epend all dey talking shout 
it. After you spend some time with it, you sec the comtradichons and the paradoxes, you have 10 
ask yourself why are people afraid of befialo? What is the problem? Because that really is what 
it boils down to, that people arc afraid of buffalo. There's so many calls for managed buffalo mn 
the park and keep them limited to the park. We don't do that with any other wildlife. 


Peiicans come and go in the park, fish come and go, even grizzly bears and wolves come and go 
in the park. | don't imow whet is so different sbout buffalo that they scare people so much that 
buffalo must be limited to Yellowstone National Park. 


Bui that's the fundamental tenet Citizens’ Alternative which N.WF. and N.O.W. supports is that 
buffalo are wildlife, they must be managed ac wildlife by wildlife professionals and allowed to 
graze and move on to public lands im and outside the park as all other wildlife species do. 


We also must apeak against scmc of the other comments we've heard st these hearings about test 
and slaughier of buffalo in the park and then adenmistered the negative test in buffalo is Strain 
19. This is an attempt to confuse the public about the issue because Strain 19 is not even used 
any longer in the cattle industry. It results in 2 positive blood test by the animals that ar: 
vaccmaied. 


So you see what happens, pretty scon your rate of prevalence of expowure to disease goes up 
from 40 percent to 50 percent to 80 percent to 100 percent and all the buffalo are sooner or later 
killed. So this is 2 perversion of any suggestion of vaccination of the buffalo. 


The final thing I'd like to pount out is that all of the disease data sbout this herd and the eik herd, 
all of theze tests are based on cow tests. Those are blood tests where a zero prevalence has been 
quantified for cattle. And buffalo aren't cows, elk aren't cows. And so the whole fundemental 
tenet of thes whole issuc is scientifically and logically flawed, and it is an examp'e of how this 
commos seree has no bearing on this issue by the Montana Department of Livestock. 


They may be trying to seil the public a flying pig im a poke. But we are encouraged b, the public 
response and requesi everyone not only to testify here, but to sead comment letters in \.: the Park 
Service and help us lead ourselves and the country out of this wildlife nightmare. Thani: 0... 
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Thank you. My same is Steve T Mm 6 senior sceentist for the National Wildhifc Federanon. 
fo tae ont Ive bean working oa fiis issue for shout the lest ten years, 
and | think [ can honestly say I've never ssen a more disingsmuous public participation process 
then the one perpetrate’ wpar. the public by dhe state of Léontama and the Navona! Park Service. 


At the winter mevting of the Grestar Y ellowstoss interagency Brucellosis Conmmittec lest winter 
mm Jackson, Wyoming, cue of the stato vetenmerians who was ca the committec said to tho public 
in attendance at a meeting like this, "With this neue, you heve t understand the truth is totally 
relevant.” And | didn't really the fall impact of thet statenaent until | staried going to 
all these public hearings and hearing al! kinds of rhetoric and very liste facts. So I'd like to try 
end blow sway some of those mxyth:, essentially in reference to the National Academy of Science 
Report, and discuss the position of the National Wildlife Federotion. 


First, the position of the Wildlife Federation is we've totally opposed to the onncept of 
eradicating the disesze becmsce im this case the cure is inuch worse than the diseare. The cost 10 
the public and pubiic resources and public wildhé is enormous and is something | do aot believe 
the public wit) support. 


The National Wildlife Federation in cooperation with the inter-agency Bison Cooperative 
developed an alternative that we publrabed a couple years ago. The fundamental tenants of that 
aharmative have been iconpcruted imto the citizuns plan, and so the Nationa! Wildlife Federation 
is m fall support of the citizens plan end asks the state of Montana and the National Parks 
Service to moorporate thet pian sad re.seve the draft exviroamenial impact statement, analyze 
the effect, end seek public commen! on that altemanve. One of the tivings we have heard at the 
public hearmngs 1s that you have gox to take care of this disease, eradicate it. Sooner or later a 
perk visitor is gotng to come Gown with the disease because it's suck a horrible human checase 
It's not ever recordable with the Ceasers for Disease Control amyrmore. When we started 
pastounzing milk, we wiped out shout 98 purcent of the prevalence i humans So unless the 
park visitor hes plans to go stound milking bison snd otk, | don’t thank there is a problem. 


There is discussions which you just heard ahsut vaccination now using the NAS report. A ‘ot of 
the stock growers have state] they though abou sang strean 19, which causes a positive blood 
vest after vaccination. The Natiunal Academy of Scieace report says sbout the use of strain 19 in 
bison in mos! cases strain 19 appears % be mors virulent im bison then in cattle end canzed 4 ngh 
incidence of sbortion when givan to preynamt bison It also caungs as | said a positive blood test. 
So when the stock growers call for weet and slaughter and vaccination with strain 19, what they 
are gping to do is kill a) of the positives, inject dhe nogativer with strain 19, which will asm 
them imo positives next user. The bottom line is no mson in a few yours. 


FAD 


One of the other myths that | would like to explore today it that eradication can really be 

and achievable. We actually had one private vetermarin fram Desert (phonetic), 
Wyoantng, that said in order t achieve eradication ox to be sapparted, we would need {ic 
military to fty in there with helicopters, guoshipa, and thousands of oops and kill every buffalo 
im the park. That's probabiy what it would take. And the public shovid act lone sight of the fact 
fast two grizzly bears would test positive for Bruccilosis ths summer. Does thus nucen that the 
Farm Bureau and stock growers, thy have imtont to eradicate the grizzly bears as well? Is the 
real prob} » here Brucelious, tee disease, likstiknod of getting mto the cathe herd, a: is the real 
probiem 2 $60 million bureaucracy siasd si trying to metatein itself? We about if they 
gecceeded in wiping out the disease in livestock, they don't have snythung to do when they have 
bean successful. Thoy are trying to maintain thoi jobe. And the ofbar part of the roa! problem is 
the fact that we have 5 state veterinarians who can arbitrarily end appreciably rub ranches of 
due process by issuing suncbows, cooncmic saactions against ranchers is other states, taking 
tiem basically econcanc hostage to the political whuas of the stale vetarinenian. 


I believe thet that is fandsnentally what is at isoue here, is the future of our country's wildhfe, 
whether it will remain in the peblic trust, whether Yellowstone aad other public lands wil! 
remain in public ownership, or whethar the only emimals thet will be allowed ox: thare will be the 
ones that are seni through feed Soi and end up on somebody's dimmer plate. 


We fundamentally support the citizens alternative. One of the very fundamental tenets ic the fact 
that it calls for relocation of healthy bison to the IBC member tribes, and this 1s 2 government to 
goverment trensfer, act the privatization. selling t0 the highest bidder, thut Mosians has 
proposed in their aspect of the EJS. We would defimitely work against ay privatization of 
American wildlife. 
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name is Steve Torbit, and I'm the senior scientist for the National Wildlife Federation, besed 
gen eatriataaaa inane i eamemaranmmmamammaaas 


I @aink a couple of things are really unportant to keep in mind on the EIS while we're al) here. 
One of the things we all have to recogmze is that everybody, ail pasties interested m this dispute, 
is getting a black cye with the public. The state of Montana, the Yallowstone National Park, 
cattle ranchers, wiidlife advocates, wild bison, bison prodavers, everybody is getting a black eye 
because of the conflict. Aad the conflict is not going to be resolved with the EIS. The EIS is 
=< yeaa So instead of it going ewuy, everybody is going to 
couumme to 


| would suggest that althuvgh the EIS 1s flawed in many ways and needs to be reconstrtuted, it 
needs to be reconstructed w s way that takes imto consideration 2 comments that everybody hes 


elements of that alternative that do aot appear im the EIS and are not analyzed. 


One of the other things that I'd like to urgs happen with reconstituting the EIS and imcorporsting 
publ comment is that several poopie have macs reference to the National Academy of Science 
report on the issue. And | would urge the State of Montana and he Park Service, if they're going 
to uss the brucelicsis report by NAS, that they uss it all, You can't just pick out those two or 
three pages thet seem to cuppart your agenda. What yuu heve to do is usec it all. For cxemple, 
the report states that risk reguction end management is the foresseable way to deal with the issue, 
oe ey is thas case, the cure is definitely wore than 


We tell people im the congress people have told the United Statcs citizens they've got to learn t 
live with some level of risk, tat Gv goversaent can't svtve all of (new problems. \Vali, maybe 
we should listen about thet with cows, too, becaate cows need to live with some level of risk 


The NAS even states in here that, im addition to not heving any documauted cones of 
wanemission by the wildlife in Yellowstone, they can’t verify the scientific scourscy of the ax 

to a degree, atthough it's nx a 
exbstantive isons. it's parpheral. it's meant t distract people. tltnamtneftamen 
the NAS report anys that the part can hold and carrying capacity is amuch higher than what the 
EIS stetes. And those members need to be imcorporated snd analysed in the ETS. 
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So we urge that this EIS be revoustituted, redrafted, and especaaily the cotizen's alterautive be 
fully analyzed. 


I guess tbe botwom line here is we keep con hearing how bad things are and whut the problem ws. | 
keep on asking aryscif, whet the heck is the problem? Is the probiem thet people ave losing 
money? ls there diseese present out there with the livestock? The answer is uo. The disease 
teaif 1s act the sence. The probiesa 1s that the renchers hewe bean leveraged by site 
vetermenams, grtune 18 smoke-filted rooms belied clossd doors where the pubic is ai allowed 
to parbcapete. And m those smoke-filled, beck-dour rooms, the ranchers and the rust of the 
Amencen public have their due process rights taken suey fiom them by tne state vets of Texas, 
Alebema, and other states like that who are not even ciess B. Y adiowstons m aot the only pirce 
where this dicsase exists. Oklahoma, Texas, Alsbame ave still class B sates. Those ave the 
people that ae threatensng the livelihood of the ranchers. And [ don't bianoc them for being 
concerned aud berag upect. 


The iss: ++. are they going to continue to be held ocamomic hostngs, or are they going to deal 
with the use. bead on and recogasze the bureaucracy det is waking them ccunounc ausiage’ 


The last thang I'd bike to uny is that » poust was made ioday about the scomomuc rescictions that 
cam be imposed on livestock im the United States because dhey‘ve olnmineind brucelions. Nothing 
could be farther from the truth. They have brucellosis in the wildlife in Canada They've jusi 
been s hel! of a lot amarter than us, because they've declared victory and gone home. All thew 
PR ts thet they've beaten the discese m livestock, whech is where we should be focumng ow 
efforts. Their prociomation to the world is that tae disease is not a problem m their cattic 
industry And all we do is epand time and money telling everybody the disease ws a problem, if's 
a hcarible problem, the cattle could be af risk. We ought to learn from the Canadians end deciare 
It free sad go home. 
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My mame is. Aad Im ths senior scsanmet for the Netional Wildhfe Federanou out of 
Ive been working on thu: issue for several years and huve spent most of this late 
sumnper and earty fall at most of the EIS hearings for the buffalo EIS. 


One of the things Geet I'd like to put in the record is a response to sume of the thungs that I've 
bees hearing, particularty in Montaus, Wyoming, idaho, Colorado, and Utah =» the issue. | 
G@unk the whoic thang is fommed sround 4 publac stutoment thet one of the stax  inerians said 
at 2 greater Yellowstone interagency Brucelions commnittes mesting in Jackson last winter where 
he addrewed the andiaace, a group abou the sixe of the today and said, "You guys have to 
understand thst @us issue, the truth «2 totally wrelevens.” 


Tt bat me then, but A couemes to manifest tsei{ im many ways with the public hearings at some 
of the calls for ection end management plans thet the Stock Growers Associations and some of 
the state vetermarians heave prescribed. So ary objective today is t speak on behalf of the four 
million mensbars and supporters of the National Wildlife F sderabon sad encourage other 
membe.y of the public t speak out end demand somrs comunan sense be mjected imto the debate, 
because there is no common sense with ft os it stands. 


We bave to keep .a mind what we heve at risk here and that whst we al! hsve to lose if the 
integrity of the National Pask System is violated and if the ustegrity of Pubbc Trust Management 
and Wildlife Species also becomes a thang of the past. The stock growers continuously advocate 
for eradication of brucellosis im the grester Yellowstone area, and they talk about how they have 
done i with cows, and we showld do it in Yellowstone with the wildlife 


But i's umportamt to poust owt thet APHIS's management charge und the state vetermanans 
extended the bvestock, noi the wildlife. So the question is do ve want livestock agents managing 
our wiidhfe, m management perks snd outmde. 


We have to ask cursetves what eradication really means. Is that test end slaughter cf the buffalo 
Or test and slaughuer of the clk as the state veterinarians adtvocate” How far does it go? Where do 
you drsw the line? The National Academy of Science report on the issue which was published 
thts year | would like to road s sentence from that report imto the record. 


it says brucellosis recentty was detected in black bear and grizzly beer in the grester Y elkywetone 
ecosystem by Montana Fish Wildlife and Parks. And en where do we go after the buffalo and 
ek? Do we go after the bears 1007 Where do you draw the line with eradication? It's also bsen 
shown that coyotes can become imfected with broceliosis and actualty pass the disease on tc 
cathe. And in the same report it algo says they, moaning coyotes, also found brucellosis caz pass 
through the digestive traci of coyotes and remain viable in the feces and urine. 


In each of the four trait, tan exposed coyotes were put mito one — brucellosis tranameemon 
occurred in three of th: heifers and one tial they aborted. Do we hve t go after the coyois toc 
and then the wolves? Where do you draw the jane? | think with this issus, there's nc chancs the 
cure us wores than the diseass. There's acver been any documented evidence of the Y sllowston 
herd moving the disease into the catthe. 


Ww ask curscives what are the of the proposals of the stock growers 
wun ay ok chou! tn and nnghtor inthe pach and veccintion, The whole iden of people 
being able to come into the park, round up the wildlife, run them Gwough a tert end sianghter 
program | thimk is totally agaist the funcamental ethéc of the parks and whet tkcy mean wo the 
Asncrican poopie. 


And don't be confused or misled vy their calls for vaccination, the Siam 19 now The same 
National Academy of Science report emphasizes what most of the scientific conmunsty already 
knows, and that's Swain |9 produces positrve blood test reachon is vaccinated animals. You can’ 
@scriminete between an ansmai that's been expossd to the dasease to the Geld stram and sp 
animal that's been exposed to the Strain |9 vaccination 


So under a test and slauginer without « lot of very specific identification marker; on the buffele, 
what you will do is actually morense the level of zero prevaicace m the herd, and when they tent 
and slaughter, every yeor there will be mor: and more and more buffnio killed | guess the 
botioer line ture is we have to ask ourselves what ie the real problem with thes :saue. is i 8 
problem of rea! threat to the disease status of the catite m Monten, Wyoumg, and idaho? 


bs the fact that ths cinsase is within the catthe bards? It's s rea! doerese 
Gone. Gr dem apshhtch wand? to Go cash peodtem Go for Get Go enchar env cing belt 
cunbipe Sm atl@enalt anne 
whore voo of due process, arbetrery amd COpTciows saRCLONS spasms: 
ranchs ead than morivt the reachers tvagh the pubtcal quien t danand extese 
Measures. 


Our system of governmen is predicated on checks and balances, an¢ with thus sue end 
especially with the state in it there are no checks in place on the power of the state veterinanens. 
There certainly is no balance. The National Wildlife Federsbon im cooperstion with intertriba! 
Bison Cooperative developed « plun to address the issue which has evolved mito the Citizen's 
Plan. And we think the public 1s much betier served by propagating buffalo outside of the GYE 
ecosystem. It's a system very mi lar that hes been m vlace for of that has resulted in 
Tepopulating the wesi. These are stradard wildhfe management teckenques And rether than 
shoot every buffalo that comes out of the park, we believe that our solubcn offe's many more 
benefits to the public. Thank you 


742. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Colce.tal i EEE >= July 27, 1998. 


Comment Ne. 15345 

Steve Terbi: 

Naticnal Wikdiih Pederaticn 

Thank you. | appreciate the comment hare . hy mame is Stove Tortat, hm 
the senior scientist for the Wild Fedamtor out Tve bean wrotved m thas 


issue tercegh many entimes Me world ir cver ton ywars. 


in working m the esvircmmemtal busmness or ever 20 years looking af EES‘s, | can safely any that 
Ive never esen such a disingermous BIS. I've asver reviewed one that dows not moet its own 
Obyectrves and, m fact, betrays the pu bbc Hse tis BIS. 


I agree with te: comments of Jeanne Maric bom G0 Greater Yellowstone Cuciition ht he 
public is being misied. The fundems nal decumens Gust ave going to drive buffalo management 
ave guang to be deferred until sometrue dows te reed, sad the public wi.) not have any 
Opportunity 1 mupact those decision :, just like ft heswn't hed amy opportunity up until sow. | 
(Genk we ail are ured of the terne. | thekah we all ore looking for vesolstion and Ite cheobaaly 
convinced thet the current EIS, ragusdiess of which alternative you choosa, will act resolve the 
iauwe. in fact, he scab will be ippad off tis wound every winter end we're all going to hevs to 
g> Grongh this agnin. So | urge the State of Moutama, | urge tee Park Service to look for 
resoksboe rather then perpetuaboe of the confhct. Yedlowstons is aot 2 200, 1°) not a ranch, Ht « 
nanonel park. The way we maemage (ose lends are di Herent and we have to recognize ‘eat. 


The National Wildlife Federation supports the Clsisuns' alternative that Jeanne Marie hes 
discussed. We're one of the mgnmores became & noerporetes ow pies of te interTnibs! Bison 
Cocpersuve end the Nebonal Wildlife Federence. Bt fully moorporates that plan 80 we've signed 
om to that and | urge the Park Service and the State of Montana to Gully analyze the Citizens’ 
Pion. Nous of the sherautives currently ‘a the EIS do that. They play some lip rervice & some o/ 
en een So | urge the revo mam entities to eveluate the 


1 hawe 0 bot of sympathy amd a lot of concem with te bvestock poopie that beve spoken bere 
today. Those are my roots, too, com sag from s ranching community and « femuly of renchers, on 
| quderstand why they've concerned with this isrne ead wiry theyre urvolved One of them has 
saad lot's eradicate beucelionis and a tve the problem. | have s question. whut is the problem? is 
Gee wanssusmen of brocefients the p ublem, ore cattle beng wnfectrd with truvelions, are peopk: 
becomung wifected with brucellosis i « high rats, or s the probhem the way thut the sist: 
vetermmerians can arbitrarily and cap iciously aold the vestock operators hostage without! due 
process? | tuk that's the immee and that’s the problem. | tusk we heve to address those issues 
becamsr the rancher: deserve to go | cme ai mgit and not worry about whether they're going to 
be able to chap thew cattle © market and if Gore we ary barriers dast‘re going w be erocted to 
appoes ther enhty © meke o buck | thank the consarvetomssts and eportamen likewwe deserve 
10 go hose af mght and not worry i{ the fandermental wast of wildlife management um thes 
Covmery 1 changyrg and the; beung v ‘here wildife » managed by state widlife agencies oF 


TA3 


federal wildlife agencies for te: prabb< and aot buing privatized and not beng managed by « 
angie speca’ meurest. 


hy gracdps siways told me to thank ‘ual herd abou wit | did snd what | sod. One of his 
saeodtotws for ma, suc of ies ways © get me thinking, wes just becanee you pul your boots m the 
oven don't make them biscuits We've been these brucelloss boots in the oven for tan 
ywars and they've still not xecuits. We can't make it something #3 act. 


So | encourage ihe Park Service and -he State of Montana to really iook st the Euvrcemental 
hmpect Stxtement. Tix: teedssvente! custyes falls way chort of mrything [ve ever seen before 
ond | Ghimk Ghat the EIS should be reconstrimeed, redvaibed. 


One of the thangs I'd hike to bs sare & hit 05 hse wrday ¥ tc prop up our concerns about 
Montemi's lack of really -askcag defi ut:ve dececioms on tes EIS. We strongly beheve that ihe 
State of aname should endorse the APHIS éefiaitees of low-risi: buflalo outsides the park We 
mrongly behave that the State of Moutans doald taneéa maragement sethority of wild bufEaio 
buck to hécutans Fish, Wildlife end Fucks where it belocgs We strongly bolieve that emy final 
deamon: must allow beifalo to range oa public lands cutsids of Yellowstone and i: must be 
verified by the Governor's signature sad not overruled cr vetood by some burvencra. We 
beheve that the utste and the fydwral joverument chould aggrearrvely poruwe acquinstion of 
approprisis private lends from wiley sellers x: bey baffnlo Lagrateon routes end ui ranges 
outmde of Y ellowstone, bui we musi allow tham tw gt fare We'd also like & see Montes ani 
Wycuming matitute mendasory cattle veccimataon for cattle grazing 20m the borders of 
Yelk-wstone Netiozal Posk. Tiawak )ou very much 
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Comment Me. 19362 
Seers Tere 
Nettenel Wihdiiie Federatics 


aume is Stove Torta. | am the sentcr sceentat fix the Namal Wildhfe Federation based out 
- i — | hove been working on (tus mene sxc very passage for wen years now Aad after ten 
years, | heve 2 couple of questions. 


Nemmber |, whave is the decf? There us never been 2 documented case of brucelloais 
waneumesior from buffalo to range cette. We all know Ghat. Ths State of Wyomung hes esned 
over 36,000 cattio over Gee last yoar sad a half, Gacy havent come up with une singic cam: of 
brucellosis. 


1 worked for a variety of agencies ond ¢ variety of projects, and atways when | am out there 
advocating fur wildlife, whether it is 1 rancher, or tiraber man or on cil/ges man or highway 
person, Gey woald say, “Until you cin prove there is s problem with wildlife, | am just going to 
ren over you” How coms ths sume dcean't apply © ws? How come they only hove to suspect 
Gat there 1s a problem? They heven* proven anything to anybody and tecy bill the buffalo. 


The onty comchemon you can reach » the same conciusion tat my fread, Pred DeBray, talks 
about, is that brucelloais 1s a political Ginease. | ahscdutaly agree with Pred. And the problem, of 
course, ss that smce i ws 3 political di seess, the solution 1s politics, and therefore, the cure is 
worse fan de dissese ceil 


Even the governor of Montana, Mart Racics, portrays himself a victim of tus disease. He 
portrays himesif os a victm He is canght between two federal agencies and he does know 
whsi t do He is canght betwese hes own govermment sgencess and x stat” veterimariess, and 
ke docan’t know what to do. He wid he resily would like to stop this, be do an‘ want to bill 
Buffalo, either, but be is powarless & do any@uing different. Now, if that is trus, that is scary. If 
¢ is wot true, that is seally scary. If # is wes, Gat means on appointed burceucrat in the Suste of 
Montane has mor: power than s iageity elected official. The chairman of the board of the Stare 
of Montane wen bess power ther une serace they appoent os state vetermenan it 1s also 2 concern 
because thare is 50 of thos: state vebsrinaruame out there appomnted. These people have mcredibie 
power They heve the power to damy sveryow hare, every citizen, whether they are s Natve 
Amencan, 8 wildhif advocets, cone:rveuon pervos or eves a livostock producer. they can deny 
oem ali of thea rights unde the constitution All they heve to do « suspect somettung They 
dos’ have two prove anything They can ters the snapicion ato economic hostage taking, so that 
the Svestock producers feel the core onic peach and then squeeze for action to kill the buffalo, 
sofve the probtiemn. 


We are all potitical tostages and we are all polsical fighters There are 50 state veternarians 
throughout this coumiry. And it is tirze that we all went back home and started to scrutimze thoer 


aute voterinervens, then power and dem achons, ani broughi eck the balance +! shectsd 
goverment. 


The Nationa! Wildhée Federstioe he worked on thes issue for soverul years. We teamed up 2 
coupis of years ago with the internsbonal Tribal Bison Cooperative te try and ecourmmodan thc 
tne of eee pap feted by te ‘nme snd te protet nba, t bing bec repex 


1 bewe gous % most every one of thens hearings. | heve heard soame peetty scary tings fom 
folks thet don? want the buffalo. They want to eradicate the buffalo to eradicate the disesss fom 
Yellowstone. Oace they get finished with ths buffnin, they will want to start on the clk. 


1 would like t remind the Perk Services the purpose of the EXT is aut to develop s program for 

exadacetice 7f the disease, tw im develop e bisce management sytem. So, they should rect all 

calls for eradication of the diseases m the buffalo. They should act of <ill for amy calls for t258 

and clanghes: ip the perk, Gat ws act whet the parks ae about. That w ni whet the Amencen 

people want. They should not be focied by the calls to vaccinate now a Swain 19, which causes 

A ene aemernaees Seoner or later, Gey will afi be posstive and they 
ail be dead. 


Afftar you look at all of this and eapecially the fort that bison ave comchew limited to the part, 
wahke sry other wildlife species | hove ever worked with, wolves, bears, srything cise, bece 
seamen to be the only ones that scare @ -eryone so marci: tesy heve to be imsted te the part. You 
have to auk, “Why are people aired of bison?” “Wha: is te powerful symbo! of bisss that thane 
people are so afraid of” bt is 5 powerful symboi hat they don't oc awol every acre of ground 
anymore. That is whet this is about. i: iz 2 ctruggie cf who bes srmething to say sac shout how 
‘the publi lands end ow public resources for wildlife 3 mumaged. 


So, ic Nebonal W :idlsfe Foderation teamed up with the interwibal Bresa Cooperative a couple 
of years ago and we offered s plan winch we fait would bring the buffalo back to the 
reservations, meer! some common erase end some batance ui: the equation and start w aod: 
that power of the state vetrina tens. And thet proposal hes been mocorporsted imto what is 
referred w now as the Cvacms’ Plan. We believe that Guz » on effective way to advocate for 
buffalo and other wildtiie and to begin the slow, sure but mexorable drawn down on the power of 
the state veverinanens to deny catizers their rights under the consttubon 


The Natwons! Wikdicfe Founduton is dedicated tc reapect for ail wildlife zrrd al! poopie of diverse 
culmares. We are af 2 critical time here im thie cormtry. We are about ready & turn our beck on 
publ resources, cultural resources :ad change the way we mamage ow ‘wildlife snd our parks 
If we don't stay involved, the end is :n doubt. So, | encourage all of you not only to commen 
today, but to follow up your comments with written letters to the Park Service and copy the 
governcr of Montana 


StP 


ee Yeu- 4102 
FOREST 


NETWORK 


To Whom lt May Concern, 


Tie Destro Dees tites wails Gee creep aueet fe SnD, Sent Gemiin 
for Bison as a species in Yellowsto ve National Park. bison are wildlife and should be 


The following should be take 1 to ensure a proper, healthy of Bison. First 


the management plan for the Bison should allow them to occupy thier traditional 
weer include land outside Yellowstone National Park. there 
should be no quarantine a: Special for containment of Bison. 
Third, « study should be \aunched (> stdy im the Greater Yellowstone 


Bcosysem wiidlife emphasising a scientifically based natural 
herd size not an = Foy —y 


historical we may aleviate the need for controls such as hunting. 


Last the Native Forest Network on behaif of it's members and staff urge the Draft 
Environmental impact Statement to be redone or for a Environmental 
Statement to be issued. The reasor for this are as follows. The current DEIS 


and it defeats t's through it's toward 
Bison on Yellowstone Nations! Park as 


| ‘This paper is made from 45% TCF wheat straw pulp, 43% PCF past-conmamer waste and 12% caictum carbonate filler 
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NRDC Stetement on Yellowstone's Wild Buffalo Herds 
Presented to the Bison Management Team, Natienal Pork Service 
September 23, 1998 


You musi ahweays remember that the nvo-leggeds and all the other [creanares | who stund 
wpon this carth are sacred and shoul be treated as such 


Whe Buffalo Woman (fem 
by Joseph Epes Brow.) 


The Natural Resources Defense Council {NRDC), 2 national nouprofit environmental advo cy 
organization with over 400,000 members, urges the National Park Service to save: \ cilowstone’s 
buffalo herds, a remnant of wild America, rather then permit their continued slaug/ter. 


Since 1985, thousands of the wild free-roaming buffalo that inhabit Yellowstone National Park have 
been slaughtered by state and federal age xcies. The Park Service's “Preferred Alternative” for 
dealing with these amimals would commi the State of Montana and the federal government to 
continuing to shoot them as they leave th: Park or corralling them s0 they can be killed somewhere 
else. NRDC strenuously objects to this proposal. There are other, css drastic, more sensible 
options, including, in particular, the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, which we support. 


The Park Service's proposed plan is intended to prevent the spread of « domestic livestock disease - 
brucellosis - that has been detected in some Yellowstone buffalo. However, there is NOT ONE 
documented case of transmission betwee 1 the species occurring. Rather than sacrificing the buffalo 
to protect the cattle industry, resolving this conflict requires government agencies, cattle growers, 
conservationists, landowners, and biolog sts to agree on ways to maintain separation between cattle 
and wild bison so that BOTH survive. The Citizens’ Plan does this aad more. 


In order to maintain Yellowstone's wild, free-roaming buffalo and their genetically important 
bloodlines, we urge the National Park Service to adopt the points set forth: in the Citizen's "ian 
sponsored by NRDC, Greater Yellowstone Coalition, the InterTribal Bison Cooperative and 
numerous other groups. This Pian, whic 1 hes been submitted separatly, includes th. following: 


ensuring the bison have access to public lands outside the Park; 

placing wildlife professionals in chasge of making decisions aboui wild buffalo, 

relocating buffalo to Indian reservations and public lands; 

creating incentives for changes in grizing practices to reduce contact between buffalo and cattle; 
compensating private landowners wien buffalo damage their property. 


Thank you for considering cur comments on behalf «f this symbol of America’s cultural and natural 
hernage. 


Gai! de Rita and Johanne Waid for NRDC 


SUONNINSU] [DUOIIDINDY puv uoyozuvsIC) 


y0le M, 137 


To whem R may concem, 

' benal of the members of New Areal 
Pa tam eh me ee 
managernent of bieon 

tn a nutahell the EJS is grenty fawed. 


At ton : 
- _ a hurt ts unethice) and unacceptable not only to us, but to must cf 


- sruranopls walls pewnil the bison an easy wey oui of the park Prohibit the 
use .f snowencbden | 


- federsi (arei state) agencies should strive to acquire land in Yellowsinne to 
help protect the bison 

- tne quasarvining/veccinaling of Yellowstone bison is a foolhardy venture that 
would not werk. It bs also & huge waste of money. 

+ the 1d. « of franerniasion of brucaiicsis from bison to cattle is greatly 
emg perated 


bey perme ey De he edna en 
there —< we can all come my 
dosing with corfict sat eokos ty - 


Wt is our understanding thet The Fund for Animals, a Marytend-based 
oe fas procented the NPS a humane lemnative to the idling of 
leon. We are in full support of that and it is our fervent hope 
that you will scrap the current EJS and use this 


Most sinceredy. 


Jenine Mott 


“The greetress of e nation end i's more! progress can be judged 
by the way if entimals are bested.” Mehetme Gandhi 


New Jersey 
Environmental ay 


t Plan EI€ Team 
tional Park Service 

Attn: Sareh Bransom DSC-FP 
P.0. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


Although we ere geographically a long way from Yellowstone, we in 
New Jersey sare extremely concerned about the proposed bison 
monagement plan. NJEL represents between 100 and 150 small to large 
local and statewide environaental groups, as well as more than 1000 
individuals. We work to protect and preserve natural resources both 
in and outside of New Jersey, resources as far away as Yellowstone. 


Bison are an integral part of American history. They evoke strong 
emotions even in the urben northeast. We protested the slaughter 
of these noble animals when they strayed outside the park for food 
in the winter of 1996-1957. We had hoped for a realistic solution 
te the problem, but the management plan as proposed is siaply 
unacceptable. 


The designation of the Board of Livestock as administrators and 
iaplementers of a2 new management plen strikes us as akin to 
“putting the fox in charge of the henhouse.” The livestock owners 
have been the primary for -e opposing bison outside the park. Their 
fears concerning brucellosis transmission would be more believable 
if they could prove even CNE case of actual transmission from bison 
to cattle. 


We would urge instead that the Citizens’ Plan, already endorsed by 
more than 16 sajor organizations including the National Wildlife 
Federation and varicus Indian trives, be used as a guide for any 
future management plen. Preserving uninfected animals should be 
peramount in this effort. Allowing bison to roam free on public 
lands should be the bare minimum requirement. Bison are indigenous 
to this country and a sustainable ecology would recognize and 
welcome thea. Domesticated cattle, on the other hand, require cere 
and feeding and use up food and territory rightfully belonging to 
the buffalo. We strongly urge you to do @ new Environmental Impact 
Statement and adopt the Citizens’ Plan as its basis. 


Respectful ly ° 


awh (Zito 
Marie A. Curt 


Executive Divect 


206.249.210.145 


Friday, September 4, 1998 - 14:47:56 pan EST YELL: (SiS 
a bestenee: Black Woif 

b Girotmame: Roden 

¢ organization: North American independent indigenous Community 

comments: The issuc of transmitted disvases froca Buffalo to cattic bes excluded the Elk as a 
possible source of brucilusis. Sundies of the area of Wesi Yellowstunc have proved that buffalo 
and cattle do Bot come into close proximity very often. However, ths Blk and cattle often share 
the same grazing grounds a the samme time. Any effort to place sole blame on buffalc is not only 
blind but incompetent. Why won'! the Montnans DOL listen to the US Fish and Wildlife, US 
Dept. of Agriculture, aud to the puopie who ere stiemupting to preserve th: last freee and wild 
buffalo herd? 


August 16,1996 


I agree with the CITIZENS'S PLAN TO SAVE YELLOWSTONE 
but the one step that I would add would be to completely close 
Yellowstone Park during the winter months. The only people to 
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YELL - 2%! 
WORTH CENTRAL GND MATURE PRESERVATION LEAGUE 


July, 6, 1996 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 

National Park Service, Denver Services Center 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225 


Geat lemen: 


We are getting a bit bored about having to write concerning your 
treateent of our bison. Once again, the EIS ie 
ecientifically and legally flaved. 


It is quite obvious to all of us that the cattle people have 
you ail in their pockets - soney prevails. You #11 know, as 
well as we ail do, that there has never been a documented case 
of bison transmitting brucellosis to domesticated livestock 

in the wild - still we keep hearing that uasubstantiated 
excuse for the slaughter. You lie. 


There is a whole list of reasonable actions that you could 
take. I don't intend to waste my time listing them because 
you already know what they sre. It would be a surprise if 
you took them, allowed common sense to rule, forgot sbout 
the ranchers who hold sway over you, and, for a change, made 
an attempt to listen to the people out here. These animals 
are ours - you are to be working for us. Your past 
actions are totally unacceptable. 


Yar 


~Gl4 
pene ee ma 


Bison Management Plan EIS Teaz 
Mational Park Service 

PO Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Gentlemen: 


Why ie is that the first thing you people want to do is 
kill, kill, kill. Can you not think beyond that? 


We ask that you work out a plan where you avoid using lethai 
techniques for the management of Yellowstone's bison and, 
instead, begin protecting these animals and stop persecuting 
OUR bison. 


Please do the job you were hired to do in a sanner which is 
humane. 


67P 


ELL - 308v 


September 7. 1996 


Sarah Braascs DSC-RP 

Bison Management Pian £15 Teas 
National Park Service 

?.0. Box 25287 


Dear Ms. Bransow: 


Re: Bison Management 


The Preferred Aiternative (#7) ie intolerable and realiy 
quite outrageous; that the responsibility for preventing 
livestock from ecqui®’ . brucelicsie must iie with the 

liw ““eck growers; tu:: ellowetone'se bison sust be sanaged 
ase ‘ife; eed that yua support the Mininal Nanagesent 
pien ou. insist the agencivs stop capturing and testing 
Bison at the perk’s boundaries and abandon plans to 
vaccinate bison against brucellosis. 


It would be most positive if you peopie finally got this 
1 ce problem figured out and settled after all this 
time. 


429 


Siam te wiater bison slaughter, | have organized two community 


pe = le eh pe 
- cattlemen in control of public lands in the state 
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am 
Comer 5, 1998 

Geese Me 13 To 
ry tyr 

P.O. Gun 25287 
Dees, CO 80225-0287 

To Whem ¥ Comcems. 


| qpprocaty the opportumsty 29 commrsent on the Deaf EIS for dev inemragency Bisons biseugement Plea | 
cn cxusemned cheut Goo ‘Suatiored” Abemative and wage yoo to candid totend Go Chines’ Plan 


Tho Citizens Plan allows wild Rew eben bias 2 ane 
Semnereey niches Tome ettonediosem pa 
of Yelwustons Park and provides compenrusion for bveatea: lsat we brecelions & aac 


© redect cad’or alee grasng elhurnews ws aeceemry sod require sxemdstory woocumemos of cnttie m the 
Geeswar Y eBarntume Ares, 


| ewongly oppose ts “Preftsved” Alerastve (Alternative 7) and srongly support the Clinens’ Plan. 
Thanh you far you conmutoratos of my upmece 


BRR pnt 


Comsspondeat, FPA 
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Sept. 7, 1998 


ie ue eee 
thot like In addition, 
based risk- management of braceiicois instead of zero tolerance and 


We also propose to shift of buffalo in Montana from the Department of 
Livestock te the Department Wildlife and Perks. Again, bison are wild 
artenals, net domesticated hivestock va 

We also giving preference to buffalo over cattle on public grezing lands 
outnide critical buffalo wister range and managing existing 
pale digumn er not cattle. 


Lee eat Las compensating these who vesive property damage result of 
free-roaming buitalo. think this is o fair measure. sais 


| BLANK 


PAGE 


tv 


YELL -5064 contd 


The Government's preferred alternative ts flawed and based on politics nol science It 
calls for treating the buffalo like livestock, not the wild creatures they are Plan B was 
developed by scientists and wildlife biologists who truly understand the ecological 
needs of the buffalo 


Mease redo the DEIS, or issue « Supplemental PIS 
its actions do not follow its purpose and need 
It has flawed assumption. about brucellosis 
It hasnt studied ceriously the consequences of a brucellosis oulbreak There ts 
no scientific scrutiny associated with this 
lt does not have a true no ection alternative 
It does not have a full range of alternatives 
The management tools proposed in the DEIS would domesticate 
the Yellowstone Buffalo 
Buffalo would be hurt or killed from the stress of unnatural confinement This 
has happened before 
Special Management areas put stress on individual buffalo and on the herd 
It wastes taxpayer dollars to address something that has never been a problem 
(the disease) 


Add Sl 


Natalie Shapiro 
ockies Preservation Project 


GLA 3535 


The Northwest Indiana Association 
of Wholistic Healers 


9.8.98 
To Whom /t May Concern at the National Park Service. 


A matier has come to our attention, which is of concern to the good people of 
Indiana I is in regards to the mistreatment and/or potential destruction of the Buffalo 
Word has come around that the Buffalo may become open targets for anyone who has a 
thirst for killing of who ts only concerned with his own maternal wealth Either through 
starvation or murder, the Buffalo has been thinned down to near extinction in the past and 
it was only through the National Park Service thai these great animals found sanctuary 
Yet, with all the cattle roaming over the government land allotments, the Buffalo 1s once 
again becoming in grave danger 

The Associations plea is that you do what is necessary to place the Buffalo first in 
this issue By law. these grazing allotments are for wildlife first and secondary for 
livestock We are only requesting that the law be upheld in this manner More people 
are interested and involved with this particular case than you may realize No longer are 
Indians and Whites separated and segregated in issues which concern mother Earth and 
the fellow creatures that inhabit All we ask is that the right thing be done this time 
We need to begin learning from our past, instead of continuing to make the same 
mistakes repeatedly through the generations 


Actions taken in the face of greed are never right actions 


Respectfully, 


. TA ni A hy CAT 
eae He Rie 


Executive Director 
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2 September | 998 


Bison Management Plan ELS Team, National Park Service 
Attn. Sarah Bransom DSR-RP 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Ms. Bransom 


The Ohio Environmenta) Counci) (ORC) and the 500 group and individual members that 
we represent, respectfully request the National Park Service to support the “Citizen's 
Plan” for buffalo management 


Buffalo should be allowed to roam free on public lands adjacent to Yellowstone Nationa! 
Park. If the animals roam into restricted cas, healthy buffalo should be moved to Indian 
reservations and other public lands rather than be destroyed 


Bison are wildlife, nor livestock. Management of bison should be handled by wildlife 
professionals, not by livestock officials who represent rancher interests 


Wild free-roaming buffalo are a national treasure. It is in the interest of Ohioans— and all 
Americans-- to protect these animals and preserve their habitat. Please take our views 
into consideration as you review the draft management plan 


Thank you for your consideration, 


iV Qi ne, Case tad — 


Vicki Deisner Susan Studer 
Executive Director Community Outreach Coordinator 
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September 17, 1908 


Bison Mar ment Plan EIS Team 
National Service 

Denver Service Center 

Box 26287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Re: Alternative plan 


To Whom It May Concern: 


On behalf of all of Lhe volunteers and supporters of Orange County's largest 

animal rights group, we are writing to express our opposition to the 

| temp ‘preferred alternative’ regarding the bison in Yellowstone 
ational Park. 


Even though the capture and slaughter of many animals has been called 
‘wildlife management’ in the past, those methods are no longer acceptable 
and we urge you to consider the long-term consequences of eliminating 
individual animals and species just to placate agribusinesses. 

We urge you to take care of our animals on our public lands. 


Thank you, 


Ava Park 
Founder /OCPA 


share our vision—a compassionate, healthy, peaceful planet 
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Cattlemen's 
Association 


Voice of the Oregon Cattle Industry Since 1913 
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October 29, 1998 YELL iS (rl09 


P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80255-287 


Dear Ms. Branson, 


The Oregon Cattlemen's Association thankfully take this opportunity to express our strongest 
support of the comments made by Dr. Andrew A. Clark. State Veterinarian for Oregon, 
concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Bison Management Plan. 

Oregon cattlenen have been involved with control of brucellosis for many decades at a 
tremendous economic expense. The threat of exposure to our cattle by the infected bison can 
not be tolerated and must be stopped immediately! 

We have worked closely with Dr. Clark and respect his judgement and analysis on this issue 
to the fullest. We would appreciate very much the maximum consideration to his comments 
and treat ther as our own. 


Thank you. 


Sincerely, 


SMeasern. Birch 


Sharon Beck 
President - Oregon Cattlemen's Association 
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Oregon 
Dairy Farmers 
Association 


October 30, 1998 


Sarah Branson 

Interagency Bison Management Plan 
DC-R 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, Colorado 80255-0287 


SUBJECT: Comments concerning the Draft Eavironmental impact Statement-Bison 
Management Plan 


Dear Ms. Branson 


| do appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to you on behalf of the Oregon 
Dairy Farmers Association. Our organization represents the dairy producers of the state 
of Oregon. 


As we look at this issue we believe there are two parts that must be deait with very 
directly. One is the fact that the population rate of this herd has gone out of control. The 
second fact is that the bison herd is infected with brucellosis. 


The brucellosis issue is of major concern to our industry. We have spent countless hours 
and dollars eradicating this disease. We cannot risk what could be a potential disaster if 
there were to be a brucellosis outbreak. 


The Oregon Dairy Industry supports the proposal that has been made by Dr. Andrew 


Clark, State Veterinarian of Oregon. We would hope thai you would consider Dr. 
Clark’s thoughts and ideas as a means to dea! with this serious issue. 


Thank you, 
fuw bin 


im Krahn 
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Ovews August 31, 1998 


| Bison Managemont Pian ETS Team, Nationa! Park Service 
PO Box 25287 
Denver, CO 89225-9901 


Dear Bison Management Team: 


Natural 
Please accept the following comments from Oregon Natural Resources Cowsct] Acton and Oregon 
Resources Council Fund (ONRC) concerning the proposed Bison Management Plan 1S 


" of 
Bujfalo must be allowed to ream ,ree om public lancts adjacent to the Park up to the carrying capacity” 
these adjacent lands, if additional land is needed, the state asd federal agencies should acquire additional! 
winter range next to the Park. 


As an alternative lo uestroying bison, excess, healthy buffelo should be moved tw indian reservations and 
other public lands, 


widlife, Avestoch, and as such should be managed by widlife professionals for en): yment 
oy an ube ina wid and sonal esting on public end tibel anda — ot by livestock officials who caly 
serve a single, special interest. 


SLNIWWO?D 


Oral testimony provided at the Gardiner School, ee |. 29, 1998 


from all groups: ranchers, farmers, agriculturalists, environmentalists, conservationists, and, also, 


Comment Noe. 15183 the private and government research groups. We need cooperation from all of them 

Jim Durgan 

Park County Ranchers Marketing Association Let's get together on this, and let's work. This is just my own personal comment. This isn't on 
behalf of the association. But | think we all need to get together on this and work together for an 

Thank you. I'm Jim Durgan. I'm fron i. I tive m iii areca. I'm acceptable solution to achieve this goal instead of chapping at each other 

representing the ark County Ranchers Marketing Association tonight. Excuse me, I've got to get 

my cheaters on. The Park County Ranchers Marketing Association was organized in the carly Thank you very much 


1950s, and I just want to give you a little background on the organization. This kind of ties in 
with what I want to say 


it was organized in the carly 1950s and has provided a quality source of calves and yearlings to 
feeders for nearly 45 years. The association represents probably around | 5,000 head of mother 
cows from around Park County. The annua! sales of livestock through the association is 
somewhere around $4 million to $5 mullion. 


This $4 million to $5 million on these calves generates additional revenue with a multiplier 
effect. I'm sure most of you are familiar wi*h our natural resources that they tend to create a 
rollover effect, where the dollar rolls over. In agriculture, it's somewhere between 5 and 7 times 
that that dollar rolls over. It becomes a very significant effect. There's $4 to $5 million. 
Multiply it over and over. Anything that threatens the cattle industry will definitely have a 
profound effect on our community, on our county, and on the state. A brucellosis outbreak could 
have that type of serious impact on the cattle industry in this county. I can assure you that 
cattlernen could not withstand quarantine. It would threaten our cattle. We wouldn't be able to 
move our calves out of this county or out of the state. 


Therefore, any strategy that is developed concerning management of bison in Yellowstone Park 
must include the eradication of brucellosis in the bison herd. 


Stockmen throughout the United States and especially here in the West have worked long and 
hard to obtain the brucellosis- free status that we enjoy here in Montana. Our state and federal 
agencies have given the cattlemen and the agricultural) community a lot of support and a lot of 
help in achieving this brucellosis-free status. 


The Park Service and the United States government should take care of their livestock in 
Yellowstone Park, specifically the bison and elk. Some say that this is an impossible task, but | 
don't agree. | think that with the technology that we have available to us, and the means that we 
have, the problem is not overwhelming. Think of the thousands and thousands of cattle that have 
been vaccinated for brucellosis over the years. There's not that many bison that we're talking 
about. It's something that we can work with. 


{ feel sure that if we have $17 million to work with, we can make an impact here on these bison, 
and we could find an acceptable solution. | think that the main thing we don't need is 
confrontation and arguing. | think we need cooperation. I think we need constructive planning 
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The National Coalition for Public Lands and Natural Resources 
People for 
the USA 


October 6, 1998 


Bison Management Plen EIS Teem 
Netional Park Service, Sarah Sransom,DSC, 


Box 25287 
he Colorado 80225 YELL-10,316 


Deer Sirs and “esdames: 
This is to comment on the Interagency DEIS Bison Management Plan, 


Altho Alternative 7 would seem to be the least objectionable course, 
we feel thet the following provisos should be included in a final dreft, 


1) The plan should provide for no - repeat no - further lend scquisition 
outeide the Park. Expansion of acreage is not @ crutch for menegement. 
The Perk Service, as well as the Bison herd, must adjust to live within 
ite sorvage mesens,. 


In recent years we heve seen federel land ownership become an increasing 
and massive threat to nearby privete property rights, industry and the 
Nation's well-being. 


A recent example in the Yellowstone area was the expansion of the Park's 
domain through development of the “Buffer Strip” concept in the Cooke 
City Mineral Withdrewel eree outside Yellowstone some two years ago, 


And we see in further acquisition an additional threat to American 
national, and local sovereignty brought on by expended intrusion of 
United Nations Commissions fnvolved in World Heritage Sites end 
Biosphere Reserves, 


Here locally we ere faced with the "Buffer Strip” concept being used 
by the BLM to stop mineral prospecting, and to so subotage local industry, 


Our members reject out of hand acquisition of additional lands by the 
federal government inthe Yellowstone area, 


2) Our members also reject proposels which would >revent the “grooming 
of roads and treils in the winter months so as to stop bison novement 
to lower elevations. This would not only have an adverse «effect on the 
snowmobiling activity and public winter viewing, but would result in 
greater mortality in the bison herd, Bison numbers should be controlled 
byhunting rather than by creating adverse habitat conditions, 


We reject all actions involving closing of roads and/or winter roadway 
grooning. 


Bison Mgnt Team 
10/8/98 


3) We sugzest thet the limitation of bison bunting permite to 25 - 35 
peryear is too specific. Control of herd sise may require issuance of 
more or fewer permite. The menagere should have euthority to function 
in this regerd, We suggest thet a more vigorous and healthy berd oan 
ve developed through limitation of herd numbers consistent with food 
resources and reduction of herd sise of competing species such as elk . 


4) Bison management should poet be allowed to impact, intrude, or 
reduce the size and permitted stock numbers on Forest Service grazing 


allotments, Control of herd size through bunting sbould be used to restrict 
such impact. 


In conclusion - this letter represents the Qnanimous opinion of this 
105-member body and is unanimously endorsed in the Regular Chapter 
mecting this date - October 8, 1998. 


Thank you, 


Sincerely, 


ry r 
resident 
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205 .214.72.78 


Monday, November 2, 1986 - 12:52:58 pm EST 
a lastname: 


Please accept this short form as comments on the Yellowstone Draft Bison EIS. | 
support the preferred alternative as written. if i is acceptable to the states of 
Wyoming, Montana, idaho and their respective livestock and wildlife agencies as 
weil as to those citizens most affected by the proposal, then go for it. 


| work as a staff writer and field rep for People for the USA, a 25,000 member 
organization that supports responsible use of our natural resources. Having 
perused the summary some time ago and finding the preferred altemative 
acceptable, in fact a well-thought-out recognition of scientific and political reality. | 
felt that commenting was not necessary at that time. 


However, after witnessing the blitz of E-mail and direct mail screeds from 
“environmental” organizations seeking to retain “natural management,” not just 
inside the park but on surrounding public and private lands over the last few days, 


| am of passing familiarity with the history of bison policy in the park, h: rown 
up in Montana. | have read a good bit of Charles Kay's range writings, _. _ «0 the 
park many times, plus | hunt, so | have that amount of interest in wildlife and 
ee ee eee ee oe 
friends in the region. | also avidly followed the population crash as it occurred two 
winters ago. 


The fact of the matter is that bison as well as other park wiidiife need to be actively 
managed to fit within the constraints of the land allocated to park purposes. That 
has not been done since the mid-Sixties, and it shows in the condition of the 
range. The population crash was stark indication that something was amiss — in a 
word, overpopulation. 


| should be frank here and tell you that | arn fully aware of the motives of the 


environmental community. Ecosystem management is ail the rage, as are habitat 
corridors/linkages, “buffer zones,” what have you, ad nauseam. The idea is to 
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expand the .anagement tempiate of the park onto adjacent lands with the 
eventual goal of managing those lands as wildlands. 


Letting the bison herds “roam” and propagate, or continuing the current “let ‘em 
breed till they die spectacularly” policy, gives political ammunition to groups 
interested only in using crises to stir up funds and forwarding an agenda which is 
neither in the best interests of the animais nor the best interests of the surrounding 
communities. That simply is not right. 


The Park Service has proposed to do the right thing. Actively managing the bison 
(and elk, perhaps even predators) by whatever means necessary is the only 
option. Until brucellosis is eradicated from the herd at large, transporting excess 
animais to private or tribal herds puts the APHIS status of recipient states ai nsk, 
and given the state of the livestock industry right now, that’s a risk no one can 
afford. 


Even without disease, the carrying capacity of the land allocated to bison is being 

exceeded. Some form of control is needed. There are multiple means of control, of 
course, 61d no option should be foreciosed...contraception, commercial roundups 
for sala, hunting, transfers to tribes, et cetera. 


Bottom line is | and many members of my organization are happy that the Park 
Service is at least proposing to be a good neighbor ..in stark contrast to what the 
environmental activists are howling for. The policies they espouse would be the 
ultimate in “bad neighbor” behavior. Pretty simple reallly ..kick off the ranchers, shut 
down the tourism, eliminate multiple use and pretty soon the local communities 
won't have an economic base. Soon there won't BE any neighbors. 


The proposed alternative is flexible, rational, jevel-headed and accomplishes the 
purpose for which it was written — stabilizing Yellowstone's bison population at 
levels the ecosystem can sustain. Please implement it. 


| eae, | look forward to your decision. Dave 


IERIE oid coordinator 


for the USA 


1uDBAC) 
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Monday, August 24,1996 12.44.55 am BST MEL Sui 
0 lastmmme: Sc hnidl 

b firstname: Joho 

¢ organization: Portneu! Havironmenial Counci! 

comments: | ask you to consider the following comments on the Draft Kavironmental impact 
Statement for the Interagency Bison Maaagement Plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone 
National Park 


| strongly oppose the Preferred Alternative (#7) for many reasons. 


hh allows the slaughter of bison to conunue. | believe that any bison slaughtered inside park 
boundaries may constitute a violation of the National Park Service Act of 1916. 


kt basically treats the bison like domestic cattle and not the unique and wild herd Uhat they are 


lk perpetuates the theory that brucellosis is reedi!y (ransmatted from bison to cate when in fact 
it has never been documented in the wild. 


lt puts the onus of protecting Montana's livestock industry o the U.S. aapayers and not on the 
industry who can easily vaccinate thet herds and in doing so climinate much of the concerns. 
Too much emphasis is placed on Montana's cattle with this alternative and not enough on 
Yellowstone's bison. 


Montana's notorius Department of Livestock can not be trusted to represent the interests of 
anyone other (han ranchers and livestock growers and thus should not be involved with the 
management of Yellowstone's bison. Instead Montana's Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks 
should be chosen to oversee the pian. 


| instead favor “The Citizen's Plan” which offers a much more balanced approach to managing 
Yellowstone's bison. This plan is well thought out and appears to be a very workable solution to 
this issue 


ht certainly is a fairer deal for the bison, while posing no greater risk to Montana s cows. | urge 
you to consider adopting The Citizen's Plan for managing our bison in Yellowstone National Park. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Syndham | (oc! iii, 
September 5, /998 


Comment No. 14894 
Mr. Kirk Rebinson 
Predator Education Fuad 


Thank you for (he opportunity 10 present my views on this issue, and | appreciate the fact that 


hearings are being hel to take public input on it | represent a local wildlife advocacy 
organization, the Predator Education Fund. 


Insofar as | can tell, this issue boils down to simply one question. That is, what reaso.. ... ‘here 
for killing bison that stray from the artificial boundaries of Yellowstone National Park? And | 
am aware of only une reason that's getting much attention, that is the possibility, not even the 


probability, but the bare logical possibility, physical possibility that the bison could transmit 
brucellosis o domestic livestock 


Okay A possibility by itself is distinctly uninteresting | think what we have to ask is whether 
or not there's any evidence for thinking it's probable in the slightest degree, and since evidently 
there is not one known instance of this ever happening, | think you have to say that probably is 
virtually zero, and that annihilates that reason 


And that should be the end of the issue, as far as | can see But for anybody who is not satisfied, 
| think we need to look at other questions, too, namely, what reasons are there for not killing 
bison that stray from the park, even if they should be transmitting brucellosis in rare cases to 
domestic hvestock 


These reasons have been enumerated and described several times already, since | have been 
sitting here. And there are obvious ones, and there arc important ones. I'll just mention three. 
One of them by way of a bit of histoncal moralism, Ernest Thompson Seton estimated that there 
were 60 million buffalo in the American west at one time, and of course, they were virtually 
wiped oul. And | see many of the same attitudes at work today in this case, and | think we ought 
to resist that tendency, and we ought to try to as a nation to ask beyond it. 


Secondly, this is a national park. It's owned by all of the citizens The boundaries are artificial 
They're not geographical or biological or ecological The bison have always left the park during 
the winter. They need to. That's part of what it is to be a bison. We should make room for 
them. 2 


And finally, these animals, if they belong to anyone at all, belong to all citizens of the United 
States, not simply to relatively few in the livestock industry in Montana And | do not think they 
have a right, by any stretch, to be commanding and dominating this issue. If there was a real 
demonstrable risk there, then we could start talkrng about helping them in some way. Hut since 
there isn't, | think they should be frankly put in their place and told they have been listened to 


and now they'll just have to live with Plan B, which is the one | favor as best overa... Thank you. 
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November |, 1998 
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COMMENTS 


YELL-15332 contd 


Literatere Cited: 
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Abstracts. N. American Session 19-24 April, 1998, Gatlinburg, TN. 
Mattson, David J. 1997. Use of Ungulates by Yellowstone Grizzly Bears (Ursus arctos) 


Gunther, Kerry A. and Mark A. Haroldson. Influence of U 
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October 14, 1908 


Ms. Bransoom 


These are my commerts on the Yellowstone Area Bison Mgmt. DES: 

- [have visited Yefowstone Nahonal Park and surrounding nalonal forests | am aleo interested in the 
long-erm re-estabhehmert of breon in othe: locations 

+ Bison were nearly wiped oul on ths continent We owe @ to the bison to restore lree+voaming 
populations throughoul the continent. wherever they oan salely exis! arc prosper wihou artatrary rts 
| am opposed to the slaughter and confinement of wii bwon allowed in all of the allematv es feted nthe 
DEIS Plan B. the Ecology Centers alternative is the only altemative | am aware of thal dows not pert 
more kiting and confinement of bison | am in favor of the allermative. 

- The recent kiling of bison 16 rationakzed on the bass of unsubstannated fears about bruceiosie The 
DEIS robes on the distortions and exaggerated hype of some nthe Wvestock incustr, rather than lalong a 
senous look al (he probable lees senous consequences of an actual brucaliosie oulbreak The whole 
prerrse of the plan (and the government options) so far based on hostility and mioterance lowards 
natve twon The DEIS Heol admits that there have been no documented cases of bruoetosts 
tranemeesion from wikl, free-ranging breon to cattle’ (Summary, p 3) There are strong reasons to beteve 
that few bison may be capable of Dane miting the disease to caltie “Wie posedie thal. although brucelive:s 
may be endemc nthe Yellowstone bison herd, few of the animale are capable of Iransratting (he cheease 
Thus suggestion ® supported by noting the discrepency between the number of bron that test 
seroposdi e for brucefiogs bul culture test negative (Rityan et al. 1907) Thws disampency ard the 
intrequency of observed aborhone m the Yellowstone bison hard (usually required for trans res sian of the 
diesease between cattie (abortions and bathing events) my be different fom thal among bison. in bon 
the bactena may be tansmetted trough mak (Meyer and Meagher 19862)" (p 3) The DEIS treate tte 
other dala and research, based on studies and obser ation of ban as an ‘alemaline mernpreiation of 
rok” The DEIS retes pnmany on research on domestic Wvestock whch does not hay explore meradion 
between wit bison and domestic tvestock, whroh in al thelhood leads to very few inaxien! so! br cellos 
- The curndaty e impacts of (artiicial)elk feeding stations and the increased nek to non-alk speces needs 
lo be fully exporod Brucetlosie from these feeding stations may be untarty blamed on bisan now or in the 
future 

- Winter weather pnmarty, and natural predators secondany are the mam factors thal determine how 
many bison @ given area can support m the Greater Yellowstone Eoosy stem (and throughoul the Northern 
Rockies, histoncaly) The Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and other ecosystems elsewhere on the 
continent ought to allowed to support as many bison as (he ecosystem 6 capaebie of supporting. based on 
these and other natural controts 

- Public lands designated as ‘wikiife habitat” should be reserved for bison ard othe: witiife species rather 
than ivestock Livestock shout! be removed from these lands especially if there are conflicts betwee 
tason and bv estock 

- Foraging areas on pubbe lands used, of twstoncally used, by bison in winter time and at other times of the 
yea should be open to ree-+oarng bison. Bison were presen! on these and other lands for many many 
years belore cattle were ever brought to the continent by white settlers A fer bem kided off in other 
parts of the courtry bison were staughtered by the thousands and lefl to rat on the prames io make way 
for settlers cattle. agnoMure, railroads ard ates The advent of cattle and other developmen is a 
telaivetly new event intense ofthe land Listen to the land, to the bison and to the natwe people who 


TY / 


once eubssted on bieon, not petty epecial interests 


witiite leads to degradation of streamed resources and teade to the spread of ex atc pharts Cathe ae 
oper eet th A = 
. case, toad are too to betan to and 
erwronmental merests. Toe Past Gait chndd tctontocaaen aeteeinee 
~The proterred altemative mandates confining bwon to a the national pam and a srral area outeate of the 
park The preferred alternative mandates Kiling bison under most croumstances when papulabons 
exceed a cortain level. Ths = clearly unacceptable. The proposal trite wit tree-roaming bw cn to a small 
area and over the long term, pute them at tsk. should a catastrophe or increasing development around the 
national paskeffect the bison i the Greater Yetowstone Ecosystem Severs indian tibes and naive 
Amencan groups have offered to move bean to tribal lands in order to re-establish bison populations over 
a large’, salete area in the future. there may be apportuniies (0 re-establish free-roaming bison 
Populations al other pubkc lande locations nthe weeten U S and nm the eastem U8 shouk! sutante 
habéat become av atable PAW '8 partoulay interested i re-estahiehing free-roaming bison n the 
eastom US as are othe: goups. In addinon, bison should be alowed to naturally expand they range (o 
other pubic lance immeciatety outstte of the Greater ¥ afowestone Eoosysiem Reducing poputaiions 
through kiting and confinement does not allow a pool of free-roaming biwon to be estabhshed in orter to 
permi such juciooUs @x pensions of the entre continental leon poyulahon Rt tors no! allowed 
Mareased genebo diversity through exchanges and p..usation ex changes Yellowstone wé in effect be 
my tty tp 
. agenaes and non-proff funds should compensate people incuting property damage 
roaming bison, an wih the woil and guzrly —— 
- Prvate lands bvestock grazers shoul be offered incentives to not rmees caftie (0: at east not raise cow- 
Bape tty 
. pew ale grazing tracts and aloimerts shoud be purchased from testock ma sete: 
bass, especially along the Gardiner are Yatowslune Rivers and other ke, — — 
~ As brucellosis vacane should be sought for bison Bron ehould be veconated via 4 dart or an oral 
vaoaine when av ad@able 
- Cattle should be vaccinated and tested Conexter o 

Game , agency oF non-profil funding to cove: expenses 
- Montana should be urged |o acoept the govemment’s defintion of low -fek’ bean, which is more 
Consist with modem disease management. rather than the untenable zero-oleranoe poboy. 


Smwerely youre, 


Sherman Bamford 


SUuOUNIYSU] JDUOYDONPY puv uoyvzuDs.¢, 


COMMENTS 


ALTERNATIVES 


Hid heir dH dled 
: Hee Wade i i ia 
a 
fe 2 i ils : 2 i 5 fet sah? ip 
ual} aR Ht i ia : 
‘i ed re aber tutes alae fig le 
HIE eisai ut THEE Hee Hy ag? te 
Ht LATE cst is rile te He 44 
Lil i Te Fi iki bath 

| . - Est- 2 a= 825, 2 seo § | 

co rei, Fat int i 

He 

faa it ail i 

ial aul TH H. 

| ik an Ht al i 
nt i it ii ie ny i i it 
jects i Hu i i site: mie a 


442 


443- 


Organization and Educational Institutions 
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long and wretched abuse historically heaped 
unsporting, unethical, and inconsistent with the concept of 


population objectives for the Yellowstone bison herd will not be 


the desires of the 


Quarantine is unnecessary, | umane, and 
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September 3, 1998. 


Comment No. 14892 
Richard Warnick 
Republicans for Environmental Protection 


My name is Rich Warnick. I'm thelcoordinator for a group called Republicans for 
Environmental Protection. We're a national grass roots organization with members in 47 statcs. 
We believe in the tradition of president Theodore Roosevelt. He believed strongly that public 
lands are for the public, not for private interests to control. 


Our board of directors has voted to support Plan B for the Yellowstone bison. Thus is the 
alliance for the Wild Rockies proposal. In addition, we support the transplanting of bison to 
native Americans’ reservations as a |ast resort. Rep. America understands that the state of 
Montana is caught between two arms of the federal government, the Department of Agriculture 
and the Department of the Interior. The federal government must offer a solution that is fair to 
all parties. 


Plan B is a taxpayer friendly alternative to the costly $52 mullion program that has been proposed 
in the draft EIS. This plan involves no killing or confining of bison. These animals will be 
allowed to roam freely within the greater Yellowstone ecosystem. Elk are allowed to migrate 
and mix with cattle. Why not bison? 


Disease management aspects of Pian B include vaccination of bison described in the draft EIS, 
vaccination of cattle for brucellosis that it already does, encouraging cattle ranchers to graze 
stee: only or switch to other types of livestock until brucellosis has been eradicated. 


In summary we support a plan that will give wild bison access to adequate habitats n public 
lands. Put an end to slaughter, provide for brucellosis vaccinations, and transfer to willing tnbes 
animais surplus to the ecosystem's carrying capacity. Thank you for this opportunity to 
comment. 


RESPECT FOR LIFE SOCIETY 


ug UL: (88 


24 June 1998 


Dear Sirs: 


We thank you for sending along the Summary Draft EIS for 
Bison Management. From the information provided we do not feel that 
any of the alternative plans adequately addresses the concerns of the 
animals involwed but that Alternative #2 seems to go the farthest in 
this regard. As you point out in the Summary, the brucellosis scare 
is largely a non-issue, bison to cattle transmission having never 
been documented in the Yellowstone area, but the reality is that hu- 
mans are not prepared to tolerate the presence of large migratory 
animal that naturally ranges over vast areas of land. The Park is 
simply a large cage for the Bison and there is no doudt that thie 
“problem” of conflicting interests will continue on into the future 
regardless of which Alternative is eventually adopted. 


Like most environmental conflicts, the “problem” is a 
human one involving loss of habitat and animals like the Bison are 
particularly effect because of the large areas of land that they 
naturally require, The sources of these conflicts are not likely to 
change in the near future. If the numbers of Bison must be, reduced, 
we favor natural attrition rather than hunting, The situation in 
Yellowstone is far from a natural one and the interests of other 
animals sharing this limited habitat must be a consideration. 


It is our firm hope that we will one day see a true free- 
ranging Bison population, though this is clearly a long term objective. 
Surely this creature that has suffered nearly the worst that humanity can 
offer and only barely survived genocide, deserves a little extra under- 
standing and consideration, We urge that this be granted, 


Please keen us posted on further developments on this and 
related issues, 
Sincerely, 


oes ‘ oe ~~ ~~ 


JOn Jerome Warman Founder 


"Fostering respect for all living things” 
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ELL “Veil 
ROCK SPRINGS 4-H CENTER 


October 6, 1998 


Attn: Sarah Bransom 

Interagency Bison Management Plan 
DSC -RP 

P.O. Box 252867 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


I am writing in support of the InterTribal Bison Cooperative 
and National Wildlife Federation plan to test for 
brucellosis all Yellowstone free ranging buffalo which have 
crossed onto private land. 


I was sickened by last year's bison slaughter by 
trigger-happy livestock individuals. I do not wish to see 
headlines, articles and disgusting pictures of another 
senseless ‘laughter splashed across my newspapers and 
magazines again this winter. Especially since there is an 
alternative to the gun ~- the NWF/ITBC plan to trap and test, 
moving those bison that test negative for brucellosis to 
tribal lands. 


Allow the bison to remain free, but give them the guardian 


angels they need ~- wildlife professionals - instead of 
politically, money-driven, livestock vested individuals. 


"fra. for those who val speak for themselves, 
Kara Apa. F 


Environmental Education Specialist 


A PROJECT OF THE RD 4-H FOUNDATION 


Hs 


14,700 


Mie 


Bison Management Plan DEIS Team 
National Park Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 


29 October 1996 


Dear Bison Management Plan DEIS Team: 


We feel that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
= tel ment of Yellowstone National Park's (YNP)bison 
the Preferred Alternative is unacceptable. The 
“he Arnie pas» 0us Savarese ty Go untde Annals, Contains wiadilp 
bison management which should be considered 
by National Past Servite — 


The Bison Alternative provides a scientifically and economically sound 
quepemide tenn 
Service closer to its institutional mandate than the Preferred Alternative, 
and any of the other alternatives. 


The National Park Service's mandate must be recognized by the 
Interagency EIS Team. This mandate is set forth in the National Park 
Service Organic Act, which clearly states the purpose af the parks: 


..t0 conserve the scenery and the natural and historic objects 
and the wild life therein and to provide for the of the 
anepo Oe cust Saunas ans ly cute aneenD @ Cl them 
unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations. 


See 16 U.S.C.A §). Further, that statute provides a prohibition on exactly 
the type af policies contained in the Preferred Alternative: 


The authorization of activities shall be construed and the 
protection, management, and admin‘stration of these areas 
shall be conducted in light of the high public value and integrity 
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of the Natioaal Park System and ghall net be exerased in 
derogation of the values and owrpoees fos which thease yanous 


areas have been caiablahed. except as may have been or shal! 
be directly aod specifically provided by Congress. 


See 16 U.S.C.A. § le), emphasis added. As demonstrated below, the 
Preferred Alternative is in clear violawon of the Park Service's legal mandate 
to conserve and protect the wildlife under ite stewardship, and to prevent the 
unpairment of the values for which the Park Service lands were set amde We 
will detail several concerns with the DEIS as it presently stands We make 
clear that the DELS us consequently inadequate in the process of developing « 
policy that will safeguard the Yellowstone bisco herd. 


1 The objectuves adopted in the DELS are aot im the interest of the 
Yellowstone son herd 


The objectives outhned in the DELS include the following. 


Commut to a certain bison berd mse. 

Define a boundary Line beyond which bison will not be tolerated. 
Protect cattle from brucelloms. 

Comaut to elimination of brucellosis in wildlife 


The first objective, of restricting the herd to a certain size, involves 
human-inflicted mortality as a part of every alternative in the draft, whether 
this be capture and slaughter, shoot on mght. or public hunting. The Team 
must conmder an alternative which involves reliance solely on natural 
mortality factors. Even Alternative 2 fails to do this The NEPA planning 
process demands attention to a full range of alternatives. The failure of the 
DEIS to consider an alternative which does not involve human -inflicted 
mortality of bison (therefore renders this DEIS inadequate. 


The second objective, of defining « no-tolerance boundary, is 
unnecessary given that, even in the Greater Yellowstone Area (GY A) outmde 
the park, only 2% of the land is privately owned. It is unclear why 
Yellowstone's bison cannot make free use of federal land, especially when 
they will do so well before the Jume 15 onset date when cattle are released 
onto public grazing allotments (DEIS at 107). 


Given that Yellowstone bison have used winter range outmde of the 
Park mnce the 1940s, these ungulates have clearly demonstrated the need for 
ecosystem planning which will provide them with sustenance year-round It 
is therefore time that the National Park Service and the U S. Forest Service 
work together to adopt a plan for providing the bison herd with winter range 
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on surrounding National Foreste The present alternatives oaly allow bison 
to forage 00 @ minute portion of thoes National Forests. and some of the 
supposed “wiater range” is actually unsuitable for bison in the mater. This 
pont is illuminated below. uo the section on winter range 


The third objective, of protecting cattle from brucellosis, evoken the 
question Why should Nationa! Park Service land - land set aside for the 
preservation of wildlife habitat and protection of wildlife - be managed for 
exactly the same industry largely reeponmbie for the firet bison massacre in 
the violent decades from 1865-1883? This is a submdy for ranchers that 
should not be underwritten by the public In the past 60 years, the federal 
government has speat over $3 billion trying to eradacate brucelloms The 
program now costs more than $60 million annually. and an eradication 
program for Yellowstone's wild animals would add to that coat (Ke:ter 1997) 
The added cost may be considerable. given that the preferred alternative 
proposes shared coats of up to $29 | mulben annually (DEIS at 29). 


The goal of eradication of brucellosie to which the agencies have 
commutted themselves (DEIS at 55) comes at « high price to wildlife as well 
as people This commitment to eradicate brucellosis in YNP’s wildlife will 
mean. according to Mary Meagher. YNP’s own bison expert. the eradication 
of wildlife Meagher states “! see no way brucellosis can be eradicated 
without eradicating wildlife” (D: Silvestro 1997). She also confirms that the 
possibility of bison tranamitting the disease to cattle is very low. A January 
——_-- Management confirms these asseruons 

1997). 


Even if the Yellowstone bison herd is not eliminated in the midst of 
the brucellosis frenzy, the policy proposed in the DEIS will alter the herd 
forever. It seems quite clear that the Team is playing a dangerous game of 
domestication with a group of animals renowned and valued for their 
wildness This is a wild herd of bison - one of the last that remains. 
Vaccination, capture, and range limitation are sure steps toward reducing 
that wildness. Vaccination is. in fact. a part of every alternative The DEIS 
states.“ in all alternatives, vaccination would be used to reduce 
seroprevalence rates in bison” (284). 


Further, in all alternatives, op Oe cma. > 
process of monitoring and vaccinating bison would temporarily change their 
‘wild appearance” (DEIS at 306). The Preferred Alternative, along with other 
alternatives, involves a severe reduction in free ranging bison. The DEIS 
states. “Alternatives 5 and 7 and phase two of alternative 6 would result in 
major reductions in the number of free-ranging bison...” (305). These facets 
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of the Preferred Alternative are all io vialatsen of the purpose of action. 
which specifies a “wild, free-ranging” herd of bison (DEIS at 11) 


These actions will be taken, not for the good of bison, but for the 
perceived good of humans. Bison rarely abort (according to Mary Meagher. 
YNP’s bison expert), even with brucellosis. Lo fact, in the past 75 years, there 
have only been 3.4 documented cases of bison abortion in the GYA Any 
justificavon of the proposed plas in terme of benefits for bisen 19 wrong 


We contend below that the perception of human benefit through the 


may benefit a handful of individuals begrudging the bison herd their rightful 
place as wild, defiant cituzens in the Greater Yellowstone Area. It may also 
benefit officials in the state of Montana in their struggle for power vis-a vis 
the federal governmont. The Preferred Alternative will not, however, benefit 
the human populations of the GYA or the U.S. as a whole. 


Il. There is an inadequate range of alternatives 


A. There is an inadequate range of management tools employed. 


All of the alternatives considered by the interagency DEIS team 


e A line across which “agences would take action to ensure bison do not 
remain”; 

e The “suggested” vaccination of female cattle calves. 

¢ A provision to shoot bison who cannot be hazed back unto the 
management area. 


First, even in Alternative 2. the so-called “minimal management” 
and shooting” It is unacceptable thet all alternatives hold this in common 
when the Park Service is supposed to be acting as a protector of wildlife. not 
of the ranching industry. Further, the NPS, unlike the USFS or Bureau of 
Land Management, does not have a multiple use mandate (See 16 USC § 1 
et.seg.) The NPS's primary obligation 1s to preserve wildlife and their 
habitats. In addition, the NPS does not have an obligation to manage its 
lands for neighboring landowners. Furthermore. in the case of Yellowstone 
National Park, 97% of the Park's neighbors are the American public. That is 
to say, 97% of the surrounding lands are held in trust for the American 
public by the federal government. Therefore, even if the NPS mistakenly 
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believes 1t bas an obligation to manage for its aaghbers, st should manage 
the bison remding in Yellowstone in the interest of the American public As 
was made clear w the bleak months af the winter of 1996-97, the public 
demands protection for Yellowstone's bison 


Second, why us the vacaanation of ang cattle aot made 
mandatory? Surely the Forest Service. holds 97% of the land in the 
OYA, can mandate cattle vacaanations and/ar steer oaly operations on the 
allotments under its jurisdiction A vaccine already existe for cattle, with an 
effectuve rate of 70%, wile none exate for bison. The brucellosis problem 
would be couatered more effectively if vaoanating cattle was made 
mandatory (Keiter 1997). 


Third, the provimen to aboot bison, which 19 uncluded 1p all 
alternatives, defies the notion of a range of alternatives. The DEIS states 


that alternatives | through 6 represent the full range of optaons (DELS at 51). 


We strongly disagree. As is ackoowledged in the DEIS, there are no non. 
lethal alternatives (DELS at 36) which were dismiased by the Team. 
Alternative 2 does not represent an approximation of a non-lethal option, as 
is stated in p. 51 of the DELS. Ln the section entitled “Actions Common to All 
Alternatives’, it us clearly stated that “If bison cannot be hazed back into the 


management area, they may be shot” (55). 
B Snowmobile trai) closure is almost ignored. 


There are management tools to make a non-lethal alternative more 
feamble. Given its hodgepodge of components, it is unclear why the Preferred 
Alternative does not include perhaps the most obvious solution — 
snowmobile trail closure. The preferred alternative fails to restrict winter 
recreational use in the Park There is only a cursory discussion within the 
DEIS for why such a restriction was rejected (See DEIS at 39). This 
discussion is entirely inadequate. This is especially disconcerting given that 
the Park Service-commissioned report on winter recreation, by Dr James 
Cashck. recommended a no-anowmobiling alternative. Cashck's report 
included a survey of over 300 studies on winter recreation's impacts on 


ln the case of bison, the most umportant impact of winter recreation 
and Park Service management for that recreation, is the distortion of bison 
population dynamics which result. In a review of the umpact af snowmobile 
trail grooming, one observer states: 


ee enn eae Ce 
winter kill, reduced survival, and reduced productivity, the 
groomed trail system provided to facilitate snowmobile use of 
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directly and indirectly providing the bison with an artufical 
pathway to slaughter by humans. 


(Schubert 1997). ladeed, the Team acknowledges the impact of road closure 
on reduaang bisva migration “For purposes of this analysis, it was assumed 
that a lower percentage of bison would access boundary areas (in alteroative 
2) than wo other aliernatves because the groomed roads they used to leave 
the inte nor of the park would either not be maintained or would be closed” 
(206) Ladeed. elsewhere in the DEIS, the Team recognises the smeoce which 
and compacted or groomed trails in the winter, and (his may reduce their 
energy expenditure” (DELS at 143). Why does the Preferred Alternative 
therefore not include provisions for road closure and the cessation of 
grooming where necessary” 


The Team dismiases the feambility of allowing bison to exist without 
human intervention (See DEIS at 41), without acknowledging that the 
restnctos of snowmobile use in certain areas may reduce bison 
migration The Team further dismisses the request of a segment of the public 
to use a non-lethal approach as unable to meet the purpose of 
the plan (DEIS at 112). is no bams in the DEIS for this conclusion 


Il) The Preferred Alternative does not provide adequate and suitable 
winter range for bison. 


That bison require a winter range located outside the borders of 
Yellowstone National Park is clear. According to the DEIS. *... Yellowstone 
National Park is not a self-contained ecosystem for bison, and penodic 
migrations into Montana are natural events” (DEIS at 11) The DEIS 
underscores the urgency of this winter range for the northern park 
population in particular “{mjovements beyond park boundaries range from 
0% to 10% of the interior populations compared to the near total migrations 
of northern range population during extreme weather events” (DEIS at 201). 
Sadoud cumin to Ulinse Eenene, Walencinar> extant eumtateniens 
bison have been migrating out of the park to forage since the 1940s (Miller 
1997). 


In winter, cattle are not yet on national forest land, and few are on 
private land adjacent to the park. So, bison generally need public land 
outside of the park precisely at that time of year when cows are not even 
present. The USFS can modify grazing permits, and should therefore 
mandate steer only grazing on its allotments as added protection against 
brucellosis. Grazing permittees on national forest land have been given a 


44g 


privilege, a privilege which should be revoked in the event of permittoo 
petulance toward the Yellowstone bison herd. 


A. The proposed areas for bison winter range are unsuitable or 
inadequate 


Tho aroas spocafied un the alternatives as potential winter range, along 
with our analysis of those areas, are as follows. 


Lee MetcalfCabin Creek area. ln this area, according Wo the DEIS. 
“few (bison) are able to traverse the rugged terran apd deep snew in the 
winter” (56) This is therefore unsuitable winter range for bison. 


Lee MetcalfMonument Mountain Unit This area. according to the 
DELS, is samilarly unsuitable for bison winter range on account of 
“topography and snow depths” (DELS at 107). 


Hellroaring and Slough drainages. Here, “few (bison| are able to 
traverse the rugged terrain and deep snuw in the winter” (56). This arca. is 
in fact, summer and fall range only (DEIS at 138, 141). 


Eagle Creek/Bear Creek area. This ares contains 23,00" acres 
(DELS at 138), and is described as including both “dry sagebrush shrublands 
and dry grasslands’ (DEIS at 140). The DEIS states that “lo winter, 99% of 
their (bison) diet is grasses and sedges, with browse being the remaining |% 
(DEIS at 144). Yet, the DELS does not consider that sagebrush and other 
shrubby vegetation in the Eagle Creek/Bear Creek area may be unsuitable 
for bison range The DEIS aceds to disclose how many acres of this arca is 


Horse Butte. This area is 24,000 acres (DEIS at 138). 


Possible acquired lands at Reese Creek. No acres gven. appears 
speculative. 


The analysis area includes 568,994 acres outside the park, 97% of 
which is federally owned (See DEIS at 137). There is consequently a 
potential base of 561,924 acres from whuach to address the issue of bison 
winter range. The within Horse Butte allowed for bison winter range 
would amount to 4.3% of the federal land surrounding Yellowstone. 
Furthermore, even generously assuming that the Eagle Creek/Bear Creck 
arca ts al} su:table bison winter range, this increases the acreage to only 
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6.0% of tne leaeral iand surrounding 1 etlowotone | i hese minute Lracuons of 
tederal land which We leam ws “providing ior the vison herd are an wsuli to 
the concept of winter range. 


& Ali alternatives provide that winter range areas are to be open to 
buotng 


lt defies the concept of winter range to coaduct huntung at precisely a 
ume when bisou are scarcely ekung out an existence. Yet. all of the proposed 
areas for winter range oc ‘spocial management areas” are either demgnated 
for bison huntang, or potential! bison huating (See Map for Alternative 7). 


Under Alternative 7, the ‘eam would ask the Montana Legisiature to 
authorize a bison hunt (VEIS at 101). The Legisiature previously 
discontinued the hunt after public outcry. Why ie the Team not Listening to 
the public and to past expenence in bison management? There is certainly no 
reason to belheve such a hunt would remotely resemble “fair chase” as, by the 
Team's own admismon, the huntang success rate for the Absaroka bison herd 
in 1996 was 100% (DELS at 156). Furthermore, it ws disturbing that the state 
of Montana presumes it can dictate legislation. Legislation, it must be 
remembered, is supposedly the expression of the public will. No matter. the 
Team decrees: “Hunting would begin in 2000...” (DEIS at 221). 


IV. The purpose of the action requires a wider scope. 


The purpose of the action is “to mainiain a wild, free-ranging 
population of bison and address the risk of brucellosis transmission to protect 
the economic interest and viability of the livestock industry in the state of 
Montana” (DEIS at 11). 


A. The DEIS fails to provide analysis as to whether the viability 
of the Montana livestock industry has ever been at risk due to 
brucellosis. 


The DEIS states, “Agnculture has been and continues to be Montana's 
basic industry” (DEIS at 22). This appears to be justification for the second 
goal included in the “Purpose of Action” - that of insuring the viability of 
Montana's livestock industry. However, this is disingenuous, for several 
reasons. First, APHIS has the authority to subdivide a state in order to 
classify for brucellosis (Keiter 1997; 9 CFR § 78.40). And, in fact, on January 
29 and February 7, APHIS officials had informed Montana Governor Racicot 


| The acreage analysis is as follows: Horsc Butte, at 24,000 acres. is 4 3% of 551.924 Bear Crock/Eagic 
Crock 's acreage of 23.000, added 1 24,000, is 8.9% of $41,924 


that providing the bison with winter range near West Yellowstone would not 
endanger the state's brucellome-free status. Yet, the lallng went on. 


Therefore, even uf the Greater Yellowstone Area was classified as 
brucellosis-infected, the rest of the state could very well be classified 
brucellosis free. This fact us ackoowledged within the DEIS, which reads: 


coatral and eradication program” (DEIS at 34, emphasis added). Yet, 
throughout the DEIS, there is a suppomtion that the presence of brucelloms 
in the GYA will spell collapse for Montana's entire cattle industry (See. e.¢., 
DEIS at 165). This is false. 


Further, those counties umpacted by the presence of brucellosis in the 
Yellowstone bison herd , the counties of Gallatin and Park, account for only 
5% of cattle production in Montana (DEIS at 164). The viability of cattle 
ranching in Montana is therefore not in jeopardy. 


Even in the Greater Yellowstone Area, the unportance of the viability 
of the livestock industry to the health of the regional econumy can be 
questioned, as ranching plays a small role in the GYA economy in contrast to 
recreation and wildlife-related tourism (Keiter 1997). According to the DEIS. 


[t]he economy has shifted from commodity-extraction 
dependence to a more diversified economy based on recreation, 
touriem, and service industries. For example, between 1969 and 
19869. more than 96% of all new jobs in the Greater Yellowstone 
agriculture... (DEIS at 162). 


This evolution toward a recreation/tourism/service-based economy 
bears out in employment statistics for Park and Gallatin Counties. [n Park 
County. only 10% of employment is in the agriculture, forestry, and mining 
sectors, and only 5% of employment in Gallatin County is in those sectors 
(DEIS at 162) . 


It appears that the viability of Montana’s livestock industry is 
therefore not at risk. Further, the emphams on brucellosis as a threat to that 
industry does not jibe with the following considerations: 


e At least two-thirds of those bison shot or shipped to slaughter were bulls. 
calves. or non-pregnant females, all of whom present virtually no risk of 
transmission (Wilkinson 1997). One slaughterhouse, C & C Meats. 
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reported that only 1% of the bison they slaughtered tested positive for 
bruceiloss (Peacock 1997). 


e Uader federal and state law, ranchers can be compensated for their lose 
of a herd to brucellosis (21 USCA 134a(d)). 


e Montana bas not had a case of brucelloms-infected cattle in the GYA 
(Keiter 1997). 


e The Team acknowledges that there have been sero (0) cases of wild, free- 
ranging bison transmitting brucellosis to cattle (DEIS at 20). The Team 
goes on to say: “It is possible that, although brucellosis may be endemuc in 
this bison herd, few of the animals are capabie of transmitting the 
disease” (DEIS at 20). 


unclear. What 1s clear, however, is that the viability of the Montana livestoc! 
industry is not at risk from the threat of brucellosis in the Greater 
Yellowstone Area. The science, cited in the DEIS and other reports, 
overwhelmingly demonstrates this fact. Because the DEIS failed to broaden 
the scope of its analysis to accommodate the scope of its purpose of action, the 
DEIS 1s inadequate. 


B. The DEIS fails to consider elk in its analysis of brucellosis. 


It is unclear how the Interagency DEIS team can serve the latter goal 
without addressing elk As is noted throughout the DEIS, elk populations 
also serve as reservoirs for Brucella abortus (DEIS at 16, 18). In addition, the 
DEIS reads as follows: “Were the agencies successful in eliminating 
brucellosis from the bison herd, elk could be a potential source for 
reinfection” (DEIS at 18). Further, Yellowstone National Park 
Superintendent Michael V. Finley states: “The possibility of elk reinfecting 
bison remains a serious concern, therefore, targeting only bison is not a 
complete solution to disease transmismon concerns” (Finley, per. comm. 
117197). 


There 1s consequently clear admission that the posaibibty of elk 
transmitting brucellosis to bison is a real concern. Yet brucellosis in the 
120,000 elk in the GYA 1s not discussed. Why? Several commentators state 
that it is because “[ejlk have a constituency’, (Peacock 1997, 110; See also 
Glick 1997) including hunters, outfitters, the Rocky Mountain Elk 
Foundation, and the states of Wyoming and Montana. Wyoming and 
Montana encourage propagation of elk herds in order to profit from increased 


hunting license sales. Elk hunting may bring as much as $100 million into 
these two states each year (US News & World Report 1996). 


There is little explanation for the absence of elk from a plan which 
supposes to eradicate brucellosis. One is left only with vague promises that 
“eradication in both species (elk as well as Lison) will be addressed by the 
GYITBC in a future planning process” (DEIS at 41, 47). The most obvious 
question is, how can the second goal - of eradicating brucellosis - be 
accomplished through the present DELS, given the absence of elk from 
treatment? We suggest that this goal is inappropriate, and unnecessary, for 
the reasons detailed above. 


V. The Team has failed to respond to pubiic concerns. 


Even that part of the public which has not participated in this NEPA 
process has demonstrated its will. That will prioritizes the well-being of 
Yellowstone's wildlife above narrow economic and political interests. Through 
surveys, we have learned that “wildlife viewing is the primary activity for 
many visitors who come to Yellowstone National Park”, as 94% of park 
important activity at the park (DEIS at 152). For its part, the bison is one of 
the top ten animals visitors want to see at Yellowstone (DEIS at 153). Yet, 
the Preferred Alternative proposes that a combination of capture, slaughter, 
and shooting be deployed against the Yellowstone bison herd. 


Another way to gauge the sentiments of the citizens is to observe how 
they spend their money The Team speculates that, under the Preferred 
Alternative, the decrease in wildlife-viewing visitation will result in an 
estimated $20 million annual decline in revenues for the GYA (DEIS at 259). 
It is unclear why Alternative 7 is the Preferred Alternative, when both a 
decline in bison numbers and a decline in tourist revenues will result. 


The Team admits that a significant strain in the public comments in 
this NEPA process emphasized the need for a non-lethal management 
alternative. The DEIS states: “[bjased on a review of the written comments, 
the feature of the proposed plan about which commenters felt most strongly 
was the killing of bison” (DEIS at 170). Yet, the level of slaughter in the 
Preferred Alternative is estimated by the Team to be higher even than the 
status quo level. The choice of Alternative 7 as the Preferred Alternative. 
along with the absence of a non-lethal alternative, indicate a disregard for 
public input. 

In addition, the DEIS states that there will be a “minor to moderate 
adverse impact (due to the level of slaughter in this alternative, which is 
about 25% bigher than the level of alternative 1) on social values associated 
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with bumanitarian and moral treatment of animals” (DEIS at 259). We 
suggest that there will be a major impact on these socal values. It will be 
recalled that the statua quo (Alternative 1) led to the killing of 1,064 bison in 
the winter of 1996-97. That slaughter was met with pronounced public 
outcry. A higher level of slaughter would suggest that the DEIS team is 
simply not responding to the pubhc. Further, with the insidious combination 
of capture and slaughter, hazing and shooting, and hunting, lethal control — 
otherwise known as violence — is maximused through the Preferred 
Alternative. and the impact on social values can only be described as major 
and entirely unacceptable. 


The most striking reason to believe that the Team has not listened to 
the public is the fact that the Preferred Alternative does not appear to be 
much different from the status quo. The Interagency DEIS team must realize 
that the status quo caused the situation which occurred in the winter of 
1996-97, a situation which threatened the viability of the Yellowstone bison 
herd and was met with tremendous public outcry. The Team, it would 
appear, has engaged in the NEPA process without meaningfully heeding the 
concerns of the public. 


VI. Conclusion 


The Yellowstone bison herd is a national treasure. It demonstrates a 
phenomenal case of species recovery. At the hands of humans, the estimated 
65 million bison which once graced the continent's grasslands dwindied to 2 
handful, with only 23 bison surviving in the Greater Yellowstone Area. 
Further, Yellowstone National Park should be regarded as inviolate. given its 
status as the world’s aldest national park and, as the DEIS acknowledges, 
*...bison have inhabitated the Greater Yellowstone Area since prehistoric 
tumes” (143). Although the Team recognizes these facts (See, e.g, DEIS at 
261), their Preferred Alternative proposes domestication of. and violence 
against, the Yellowstone bison herd. 


Ia particular, the Part Service must reevaluate itself and the role it is 
playing in the management of the Yellowstone bison herd We must 
remember that almost half of the 1,084 bison slaughtered in the winter of 
1996/97 were killed or sent to their deaths by the Park Service itself (Miller 
1997). The Park Service has a mandate of preserving the parks - leaving 
them “unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations” (16 U.S.C. § 1). 
(See National Rifle Association v. Potter, 628 F. Supp. 903, 910 (D.D.C.) 
1986). Yet, the NPS played a direct role in killing half of the bison that fell to 
human hands in that bleak winter. and it is now playing a role in either 
keeping bison prison in the Park, or commodifying them for trophy hunters. 


We question whether the original conception of Yellowstone National 
Park, as a refuge for much-embattied wildlife, is being honored through the 
proposals presently discussed in the DEIS. However, we also believe that the 
aforementioned inadequacies in the DEIS can be rectified, in part. through 
integration of alternatives such as the “The Bison Alternative”, set forth by 
the Fund for Animals. We urge the lnteragency DEIS team to meaningfully 
consider the elements of that plan. A non-lethal alternative must not be 

Sancer ely, 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn, Eon September |, 1998 


Comment No. 14920 
Nicole Rosmariao 
Rocky Mowatale Avimal Defease 


Good evening My name is Nicole Rosmarino, and | am the wildlife coordinator for Rocky 
Mountain Animal Defense. I'd like to be clear: The draft management plan should be scrapped 
and the process should be started over, Here's why. 


Objectives outlined in the Draft EIS include a commitment to a particular bison herd size, the 
definition of a boundary line beyond which bison will not be tolerated, the protection of cattle 
from brucellosis, and the commitment to climinate brucellosis in wildlife. 


The first objective of restricting the bison herd to a particular size means that human-inflictod 
mortality will be a part of every alternative considered in the plan. Whether this be capture and 
slaughter, shoot on sight, or so-called hunting, there needs to be an alternative which relies 
exclusively on natural mortality factors. Even Alternative 2 fails to do this. 


The second objective of defining a no-tolerance boundary is unnecessary given thai even in the 

greater Yellowstone area outside the park, only two percent of the land is privately owned. Why 
can't the Yellowstone bison make free usc of federal land, particularly when they neod that land 

at a time when no cattle will be present” 


As for the third objective of protecting cattle from brucellosis, why should the National Park 
Service, an agency imbued with preservation of wildlife habitat and protection of wildlife, be 
concemed with exactly the same industry largely responsible for the massacre of bison that 
occurred in the years 1865 to 1883? Indeed, this is just one more subsidy for ranchers. In the 
past 60 years the federal government has spent $3 billion trying to eradicate bruccilosis. The 
program now costs us taxpayers $16 million annually, and that cost will go up when we include 
the cost of trying to eradicate brucellosis from Ycllowstone. In fact, the alternative preferred 
proposes a shared cost of up to $29.1 million annually. 


Finally, the commitment to eradicate brucellosis in Yellowstone's wildlife will mean, according 
to Yellowstone's own bison expert, the eradication of wildlife. Mary Mcagher statcs, "I see no 
way brucellosis can be eradicated without cradicating wildlife ” 


As a result of these four objectives, all alternatives inc! ode » line across which, quote, Agencies 
would take action to ensure bison do not remain, end quote. They also include the suggested 
vaccination of female cattle calves. They all include hazing bison into capturc facilitics away 
from borders. First, even in Alternative 2, the so-called minimal management alternative, the 
agencies would maintain boundary lincs through hazing and shooting. It is unacceptable that all 
alternatives hold this in common when the park service is supposed to be acting as a defender of 
wildlife. Isn't the park service's very symbol the bison? 
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Second, why is the vaccination of neighboring cattle not made mandatory? We have the catile 
vaccination for brucellosis, we do noi usve a bison vaccination. In fact, brucellosis is « pretext. 
Consider the following: At least two-thirds of those bison that fell victim through human hands 
in the winter of 1996 and ‘97 were bulls, calves, or nompregnant females, all of whom present 
virtually ao risk of transmitting brucellosis. Ope slaughterhouse, CAC Meats, reports that only 
one percent of the bison they slaughtered carned Brucella Abortus. 


Yellowstone National Park admits the possibitity of elk transmitting brucellosis t0 bison 1s the 
real concem. Yet, elk do not factor uto this plan. Why? Because of the hunting lobby and 
becanise the States of Wyoming and Montana profit from the bunting of elk. 


Also, consider the agency has the authority to subdivide the state in classifying 11 brucellosis 
free, and, in fact, m the winter of 1997 extended to Montana an offer that they would not rescind 
the brucelioms froe status of that state if Montana allowed west Yellowstone to be winter range 
Under federal and state laws, ranchers already can be compensated for any loss of a herd to 
brucellosis. 


Brucellosis has taken center stage m the proposed b son Management Plan Yct one only to 
recogruze that there has never been one documented case of wild anumals transmitting 
brucellosis to cattle in a free-range situation. It is clear the National Park Service is sacrificing 
its bison herd to prop up an already heavily subsidized and mcreasingly obsolescon industry 


Coamdering all of this, we suggest the following. The park service should meaningfully 
consider winter range for Yellowstone bison The park service should eliminate trail grooming 
and snowmobiling wherever it 1s serving to complicate Yellowstone bison herd dynamics The 
park service should include alternatives thai do not involve killing of bison Remember, hunting 
was what was responsible for the ongnnal flirtation with extinction that bison expenenced un the 
19th century. Finally, the National Park Service should include alternatives that refuse to impose 
umaginary boundaries on where bison can and cannot go. Given that only 2 percent of Land in 
the greater Yellowstone arca is private, (he State of Montana would better direct its resources to 
putting up adequate fencing 


In short, we endorse the Bison Alternative Thank you. 


Y53, 


Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn, (EEE on September |, 1998 


Hello. I'm Lauren McCain. | also represent Rocky Mountain Animal Defense. We ire an 
organization of | 100 constituents dedicated to the human-imposed suffering cf animals | 
am also a Ph.D. student at the University an very interested in the policy 
process that is going on here. 


Over the course of the winter of 1996-1997, myself and several members of my orgruzation 
went up to Montana just in utter outrage and frustration over the continued killing of che 
Yellowstone bison We wanted to see how this massacre could be stopped and how ve could 
parhcipate in stopping the slaughter. During the trip, we saw the decaying viscera of bison that 
had been slaughtered by the gates of the park We saw a group of these beautiful wid beings 
gazing out longingly through the park service’s northem capture quarentine facility. The scene 
was reminiscent of pictures of concentration camps we've all seen. 


The experience haunts mo and members of the organization, We have been waiting anxiously to. 
read the results of the mteragency bison management process and were sadly disappomted to sec 
none of the seven alternatives offered in the Draft Environmental impact Statement are ethical, 
humane, cost effective, or scientifically sound. 


Alternative 7, the current preferred alternative, allows for capture, 
smafisenant, vecsiation vnnghter, hooting, end = xe of Yellowstone boon, This is no way 
\o treat America's native wildlife. Each of the proposed alternatives emphasize the management 
of bison and ton litte management of cattle grazing on the public and private lands around 
Yellowstone Park. Each allow for the slaughter or shooting of bison, even those posing no risk 
of brucellosis bacteria transmission, to reduce nsk of brucelloms transmission Each promote 
managing bison like cattle, not wildlife. And each fail to consider the extremely remote risk of 
bacteria transmission from bison to cattle. 


| am here to promote another alternative that my organization supports. This 1s the Bison 
Alternative, created by the Fund for Animals, and we have copies in the back. This alters ..ve 
would maintain the herd in accordance to the park service's own policy of natural reguiation and 
also in accordance with the common interest of the American people and the Amencan native 
wildlife. 


This plan calls for the following seven objectives that I'd like to state in more deta. 


One, immediately close Yellowstone National Park to snowmobile use and protubit trail 
grooming. In his own in-depth report for the Yellowstone National Park entitled, “impacts of 
Winter Recreation on Wildlife in Yellowstone National Park,” Dr. James Catholic undertook a 
comprehensive literature review of 300 studies of the impact of winter recreation on wildlife 
The report expressed grave concern that snowmobiles and groomed trails effect changes in biso. 
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movement, habitat use, disinbution, and calf survival The report calls for a no-snowmobile 
alternative. Trails contribute to bison movement outside the park. The protubition on 
snowmobiling would restore natural regulation resulting in a decline of the number and the rate 
of bison leaving the park boundary onto private lands. 


Number 2, prohibit cattle grazing to public lands adjacent to the western and northern borders of 
the park and open these for unresincted bison use. This objective would create needed winter 
range for the park's bison. Bison critical habitat extends beyond the park boundary. 


Number 3, change cattle grazing practices on private lands with compensation to affoctod 
ranchers to reduce the alleged nsk, if any, of bactena transmission from bison to catile, and 


acquire these lands, if and when available, as additional winter range for bison and other wildlife. 


Number 4, increase landowner tolerance for free-range bison. This can be achieved through 
education and as wei! as compensation for damage to pnvate lands by the Yellowstone bison. 


Number 5, no vaccination of wild bison Vaccination is impractical, prohibitively costly, 
wasteful, unnecessary, and incffoctive. 


Number 6, no quarantine of wild bison 


And Number 7, no re-establishment of the public hunt of bison in Montana A public huni is 
unsporting, uncthical, and entirely inconsistent with the hunter's concept of far chase. The 
Yellowstone bison over the years have become very used to human contact, and let peopic come 
right up to them. This 1s quite inconsistent with the concept of far chase. 


I'd like to say the current slatc of alicrnatives created from the Draft EIS clearty favor the special 
economic interest of the ranching community in Montana, shows a failure of our federal 
institutions to defend the Amencan citizen's common interest to maintain some minuscule 
microcosm of wildness that was once so prevalent on our lands. Thank you. 


yee 2s! 
Bison Public EIS Comment 
Neste Share Bond 
Organization; §=6S.KUNKS. 
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Comment: 


Ploase stop (he unnecessary slaughter of one of our important wid enumals. the buflaio They are 
rye oy a All of the members of ow organization beg you to change your mind Tum them over 
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Bison Management Plan EIS Team 

National Park Service, Denver Services Center 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear People, 


I am writing at this time in order to state my deep concern for what is 
currently at stake for the bison in this country, and specifically in and near 
Yellowstone Park. 


I feel very strongly that: 


* bison musi be treated like wildlife, not like domestic livestock 

* bison should not be vaccinated 

* the capture and slaughicr of bison inside or out of Ycllowstone 
National Park should be prohibited immediately 

* cattle grazing on public lands surrounding the park should be 
eliminated and bison should be allowed to use these lands 
without restrictions 

* rifle hunting of Yellowstone bison is unethical, unsporting, and 
should not be permitted 

ecstablishment of a quarantine facility for Yellowstonc's bison will be a 
multi-million dollar waste of federal and state tax dollars and is 
entirely unnecessary 

* native ibes need a larger voice in regards to this issue 


Thank you for your consideration of my comments. 


For Life, 


C sno Monbostde 
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Veal CPi 
Safari Club International 


A NON PROFIT ORGANIZATION ¢ DEDICATED TO CONSERVING WILDLIFE AND PRESERVING HUNTING 


October 14, 1998 
Ms. Sarah Bransom 
Interagency Bison Management Plan 
DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 


Denver, CO 80225-0287 
Dear Ms. Bransom. 


Safan Club Laternational (SC1) is an orgamzation comprised of over 32,000 members 
dedicated to conservation of wildlife and protection of the bunter. We are pleased to 
have the opportunity to share our comments on the Draft Environmental impact State for 
the Interagency Bison Management Plan. 


SCI strongly supports conservation efforts to conserve bison in and around Yellowstone. 
However, SCI is concerned with the impact that an overpopulation of bison and other 
grazing animals may be having on the habitat within Yellowstone and the effect that this 
is having on other wildlife species. Accordingly, SC] supports a balanced and 
Sy OS SS CE eae 


We believe that the number one goal of s final management plan should be to maintain 
stable populations of bison in the park Accordingly, we support Alternative 7. the 
Preferred Alternative, which seeks to manage bison populations from a low of | ,700 
animals to a high of 2.500 animals. Many of the problems with bison have occurred 
when their numbers have exceeded the carrying capacity of the habitat in the park. 


Another important goal however should be management of brucellosis within the Park 
While elimination of brucellosis may not be feasible a this time, if it is not managed 
property, this issue will never be fully resolved. Accordingly, we support the inclusion of 
brucellosis management in the final management plan. 


As stated in the preferred alternative, in the long run, the agencies should consider 
acquiring additional winter range in the Gardiner Valley through the purchase of grazing 
nights, easements, or property from willing sellers. However, for this to be successful, it 
is imperative that the agencies work closely with private landowners in the area Also, 
we do not believe that this mew land should simply become an expansion of park 
boundaries and that all management alternatives should be available in these areas. 
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Sarasota in Defense of Animab 
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We applaud the Service for recognizing that regulated hunting can play an important role 
mm bison management and support including hunting as a component of the preferred 
ahernative However, we suggest that hunting not be restricted only to Special 
Management Areas (SMAs) 


YELL-8810 contd. 
| 
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We do caution that under no circumstances should hunters be used to replace government 
agents in bison culling operations. We urge you to work closely with sportsmen 's groups 
to ensure that any bison hunting that ocours as part of the management plan meet the 
highest standards of ethics and fair chase 


We hope that these comments prove helpful in your task of determining the best 
management pian for the Yellowstone bison herd. 


October 7, 1908 


Bison Management Pian EIS Team 


National Park Service 
P.O. Box 26287 
Sincerely, | Denver, CO 80225-0287 
LPS a | Dear EIS Team: 
Skip I | Subject Yellowstone Bison Management Plan Draft 


Presiden | Our organwzation 's afEEMBbased charity with over 2,000 members 
| who are gravely concerned ebout the future of the Yellowstone Bison. Most 
Americans consider these animais to be a nationa! treasure deserving of the 


utmost protection. 


Your management plan is unacceptable because it calls for public hunting and a 
continuation of the crue! slaughter of these extraordinary animais. Your entire 
plan revoives around appeasing the cattle ranchers. Economics should not be 
the only factor in this issue. The cattle industry's shameful record of being 

responsibie for the slaughter of over 3,000 Bison is e disgrace to the State of 

Montana and to America. Killing has NEVER been a solution to anything! 


Furthermore, you do not have scientific evidence that Bison pose a disease 
threat that could justify the slaying of the Yellowstone animais. ti the cattiemen 
perceive that there are risks, then why don't they remove their herds? Or why 
not vaccinate their cattle? 


| It is also suggested that the snowmobile trails which should never have been 

allowed in the first place, be closed so that the Bison do not have an easy exit 

from the Park in searching for food. in Japan, where snow monkeys have 

become @ problem, watchmen are hired to patro! borders to chase the animais 
back into the forest and none of them are killed. 


YELL-11,060 


Page 2 
Yellowstone Bison 
Hopefully, a humane solution, using non-ethal techniques for Bison management 
will be reached before winter. | shudder at the thought that we once again will | WANT TO PROTEST 
witness OUR majestic Bison being gunned down on the evening news as we did ! 
in 1996-97 when you allowed more than1,000 to be murdered THE WILD BUFFALO 
_ Lwaat to protect Yellowstone Park's free rooming buflale. 
Humanely, :  Loppose the DEIS's "Preferred Alternaties” which will continue 
. ' the unnecessary lulling of buflalo tha: meve to public lands 
e a Wh Aha a.) : outside the park instead. | endorse the Geizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Bullalo, 
ae : ' which masnuains a wild, free-roaming teaflalo herd and protects the imieresis of the 
Else M. Matthes ' — Iawestock industry 


President 
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SCHUBERT & ASSOCIATES 


October 2, 1998 


BY TELEFAX AND MAIL 


Ms. Sarah Bransom 

Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms Bransom. 


On behalf of the national and international members and officials of The Fund for Animals, 
World Society for the Prevention of Cruelty to Animals, Earth Island Institute, Last Chance for 


Alliance, Committee to Abolish the Fur Trade, Farm Sanctuary, and the Texas Establishment for 
Arima! Rights, | respectfully request a 60-day extension in the deadline for public comments on 
the “Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the 
State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park” (DEIS) If this request is granted, the new 
deadline for public comments would be on or around December 16, 1998. 


The organizations listed above believe that the complexity of this issue and the DEIS, 
public and scientific controversy surrounding many aspects of this issue, and the critical need to 
obtain additional data and information pertinent to this issue in order to prepare substantive and 
informed comments on this critically important wildlife issue justify this request for an extension. 


reasons: 


1. Yellowstone's bison are the descendants of the handful of wild bison who survived the 
bison slaughters of the mid to late 1800s. They represent the largest free-roaming herd of wild 
bison in the United States and perhaps in the world. These animals, and the DEIS concedes, have 
importance to the ecology and economy of the Park and surrounding lands cannot be 


overemphasized as millions of people flock to the park each year to view Yellowstone’s 
spectacular assemblage of wildlife, including the bison. 


The DEIS process is intended to result in a strategy which will guide the management of 
Yellowstone's bison for at least 15 years. In addition, the results of this process will establish 
precedent for the long-term management of these animals and, since Yellowstone is frequently the 
beliwether for wildlife management in the National Park system, could establish precedent for the 
management of other wildlife species in National Parks throughout the country The DEIS, 
unless the agencies elect to supplement the document as a result of public comments, also 
represents the last significant opportunity for public comment on the management of 
Yellowstone's bison. 


Given the importance of these animals in the Yellowstone ecosystem and the long-term 
nature of the decisions associated with the DEIS process, it is imperative that the public be given 
additional time to review, evaluate, research, and prepare substantive and informed comments on 


2. This issue is of enormous scientific, legal, and political complexity. Not only are there 
multiple federal and state agencies involved in the management of these animals, but each agency 
has a different set of statutory and regulatory mindates. In addition, the issues addressed in the 
DEIS, including. Brucella abortus and brucellous, bison management, cattle grazing on private 
and public lands, impact of snowmobiles on bison and Park ecology, vaccination of wildlife, bison 
quarantine, the reestablishment of a bison bumt, the capture, testing, and slaughter of bison; and 
the economic analysis of the preferred and alternative management strategies are each complex 
and require considerate evaluation, analysis, and research to properly review within the context 
of informed public comment. Finally, the DEIS is a voluminous document containing a large 
amount of information which must be examined and analyzed carefully in order to understand the 
ramifications of each of the proposed management strategies. Due to its length and complex 
subject matter, a comprehensive review of the DEIS is arduous and has resulted in frequent 
questions about the accuracy and interpretation of several statements. 


Because of the complex nature of the subject matter addressed in the DEIS, additional 
time for the public to review, analyze, and critique the DEIS in substantive and informed 
comments is warranted Indeed, an extension in the comment deadline to provide the public 
additional time to prepare and submit informed and meaningful comments on the document is 
entirely consistent with the ultimate intent of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
which is to result in more informed and better management decisions by the involved agencies. 
By providing an additional 60 days for public comment on the DEIS, the agencies will not only 
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Ms Sarah Bransom 
Page Three 
October 2, 1998 


provide the public with addinonal time to review and comment on this critically important 
wiidiite management issue, bui will increase the likehhood of recerving well researched and 
documented comments which should improve the agencies decision-making process 


5 The management of bison and Boucella aboruus in the Greater Y cllowstone Loosystem wu 
of great controversy Not only is i 0 significam controversy among members of the public, 
between envwonmentahsts/ammal protection advocates and the livestock industry, an. within and 
between the agencees involved in preparing the DEIS, but there is also a significant level of 
eee cere caeacenes GES Go Gumngenan Steen, ci, ith, cab Guincam 


Given tus level of comtroversy, an extension in the comment deadline is warranted and is 
entwely conmstent with the orteria in NEPA which provide, as will be discussed further below, a 
bams for an extens.a in the ume limsts associsted with NEPA docume 43 Such an extension 
would, at the very least, perma the public additional time to, for example, better evaluate and 
analyze the scientific disagreement concerning Boucle abacus end its nsk of transmession frow 
bison to cattle, and to discern for themselves whch scientists, if any, have correctly interpreted 
the available evidence Such an analysis, parvcularty since not all of the relevant data and studies 
are cited mn the DEIS, requires a substantial commutment of time 


a An extenmon in the comment deadline 1s also necessary to ensure thet The Fund for 
Anamals and other iterested organizations and citizens have en adequate opportunity to obtam 
addinonal information from state and federal agences. inchiding agences nrvoived in the 
preperation of the DEIS, that is relevant to the DEIS and which is essential to prepare informed 
and substantive comments The Pund for Ammals, for example, has a sumber of requests to both 
federal and state agencies which have yet tc be fulfilled These requests are for data and other 
records whch are directly relevant to the DEIS, the environmental impact analysis within the 
DBIS, and which are critical to the preparation of informed and substantive comments in 
addition, as it contimues to carefully evaluate and analyze the DEIS, additional documents and 
data ere identified whech must be obtained and evaluated in order to assess the scouracy of the 
agences analyws and for the preperation of substantive comments Finally, given the amount of 
scientific research being conducted at present on different aspects of thus issue, additional time is 
necessary to obtain as much of this date as is possible to ensure that the comments are acourate 
and up-to-date 
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5. There us 29 compelling reason for the agencies not to provide the requested extension wn 
the comment deadline 


First, there ts no urgent need to mplement a long-term management plan for bison this 
wimer Given the controversy assocsated with Uns tseue, it is unlikely that the agencies, even 
under ideal ciroumstances, could complete thea review of the public comments and issue 8 
Record of Decision before the fall of 1999 Comsequently, providing an sdditional 60 days et this 
time for the public to comment on the DEIS should not drastically affect the ability of the 
agencies to complete thea analysis of the public comments by the fall of 1999 assuring that is 
their goal Considering that the agencies required over eight years to prepare the DEIS, providing 
the pubbc an additional 60 days to comment on the document would appear to be fir 


Second, because of the @ustence of an mtenm bison management plan, the long-term plan 
Or gamuzations 


1s not immediately novessary for the management of Yellowstone's bison While the 
fepresented on tims letter are unaiterably opposed to the management strategies waplemented 
through the interum plan, they all believe that the long-term plan for the management of these 
anznals = ukanatety of greater significance As such, it is imperative thet the agencies maximize 
the opportunity for public review and comment on the loag-term plan 


Thard, the agencies are under no legal deadhines to complete the DEIS While a formal 
timetable once dictated the pace of preparation of the DEIS, as a result of considerable delays in 
the process, there is not believed to be amy official date established by any court at which time the 
DEIS process is required to be complete Even if such a date did exist the agencies could jomtly 
request that the Court revise that dete in order to maximize the ability of the public to review and 
comment on the DEIS While there is a need to ensure that this process continues to move 
forward, providing an additional 60 days for the public to comment on the DEIS should not 
adversely impact the process. 


Fourth, regulations implementing NEPA provide flexibility to the agencies in determining 
the time limits associated with different components of the NEPA process. These regulations 
specify thet the lead agency or agencies may consider a number of factors when determining if a 
time limit should be modified (See 40 C.F R. § 1501 8(b)1). These factors inchude: the potential 
for environmental harm, the size of the proposed action, the degree of public need for the 
proposed action, inchuding the consequences of delay, the number of persons and agencies 
affected, and, the degree to which the action is controversial In this case, all of these factors are 
Clearty relevant as previously explained and indisputably warrant an extension in the comment 
deadhine 
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Ms Sarah Bransom 
Page Five 
October 2, 1998 


Fifth, for all of the reasons provided m tus better and, in partioules, to emeure that (he 
pubhc has « eufficiemt opportunity to review, evaluate, analyze, and prepare substantive oomsnents 
on this critacally unportamt issue and document, an extension in the comment deadhne ws 
warranted Such an extension will not harm the agencies or the bison Indeed, to the contrary, 
such en extenson will morense the quality of the comment maumunng the ability of the 


agencies (0 ulumately make better management which 1s precisely what NEPA was 
intended 10 scourmpiah 
The meabers and offhceads of the onganumbons ve ths bette: thank you sn 


adveace for your consideranon of this request Please ine 
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ELL: Mo Fi af 


SCHUBERT & ASSOCIATES 


November 3, 1998 


Ms. Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
National Pask Service 

Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
12795 W. Alameda Parkway 

P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms Bransom 


Enclosed is a hard copy of my comments on the Draft Enviroamental impact Statement 
for bison management in Yellowstone National Park and Montana. 


Please note that | have added an exhibit list and made other minor edits (i.¢ , filled in a 
blank, slightly modified risk analysis). A literature cited section will be submitted under separate 
cover 


The difference in the number of pages in the enclosed copy compared to the faxed copy is 
due to the fax software that | have installed on my computer which reduces the font size of a 
document before faxing Thus, though the enclosed document is longer than the faxed copy, the 
documents are identical except for, as noted above, some minor edits 


Thank you in advance for considering these comments. 


D.J. Schubert 
Wildtite Brotogy st 


No | 


SCHUBERT & ASSOCIATES 


November 2, 1998 


BY TELEFAX AND OVERNIGHT MAIL. 


Ms. Sarab Bransom DSC-RP 
Bisoo Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

12795 W. Alameda Parkway 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom 


On behalf of the combined national membership of The Fund for Animals and Earth 
Island Institute, (hereafter referred to as “The Fund and EIT") I submit the following comments 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the 
State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park (DEIS).' 


The Fund and Ell are unalterably opposed to the DEIS. Despite over eight years of 
preparation, the DEIS is woefully inadequate from both legal and scientific perspectives. 
Furthermore, none of the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS provide an acceptable long-term 
resolution to this controversy. 


The information provided in the DEIS is not complete, is frequently inaccurate, and is 
biased towards promoting Alternative 7 -- the agencies preferred alternative -- over all other 
options. The analysis provided in the DEIS of the environmental impacts, including the impacts 
on the bison population, socioeconomics, threatened and endangered species, livestock, human 
health, and other wildlife species falls far short of providing the level of analysis which this issue 
warrants. Instead of using the best available scientific evidence in conducting their analysis, the 
agencies have elected to claim that the impacts are unknown, the evidence is unclear, or that the 
scientific data are not available. 


‘The DEIS in its entirety also may be referred to as the “proposed project.” 
l 
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This lack of credible analysis, however, is act surprising given that the agencies have, for 
over a decade, consistently failed to rely on the existing and expanding scientific evidence to 
substantiate and justify their management actions. Doing 80 would mean admitting that the nsk 
of Brucella aborius transmission from bison to cattle, if any risk exists, is exceedingly remote and 
does not justify the agency sponsored, approved, and conducted bison destruction policies in 
place since 1985. it is this perceived, yet catirely unsubstantiated risk, which provides the entire 
basis for the proposed, and for past, bison management actions. 


Such a reversal of agency perspective is unlikely in this case because it would embarrass 
the agencies who for so long have been engaged in the development of new and more abusive 
ways to kill, destroy, or otherwise remove Yellowstone bison from the ecosystem (o protect a 
grand total of approximately 2200 domestic cows. The Montana Department of Livestock 
(MDOL) and the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) would clearly be most 
threatened by putting the scientific evidence ahead of politics because they then would have to 
concede that bison are not catthe when it comes to Brucella aborius. that there is no credible 
scientific evidence that bison pose, at most, anything more than an insignificant threat of bacteria 
transmission to cattle, and that they have misled and deceived the public in order 10 accomplish 
their self-serving goal of brucellosis eradication in all species in this country. 


Whai makes the DEIS and the entire bison controversy so exceeding)y frustrating 1s that 
every management action taken since 1965, and every management action proposed in the DEIS, 
targets Yellowstone's bison. The agencies, since |985, have shot, captured, slaughtered, and 
allowed hunters to shoot emigrating Yellowstone bison. The DEIS proposes to use the same 
techniques as have been used in the pasi, and to supplement those tools with the implementation 
of a costly, ill-conceived, and superfluous quarantine facility to provide increased flexibility in 
destroying Yellowstone's bison and a costly and unnecessary vaccination program to placate 
livestock interests. 


Conversely, no past or proposed management action imposes any type of mandatory 
change in cattle management practices outside of Yellowstone National Park (YNP or Park). 
The alternatives which include the acquisition of additiona] winter range, purchase of 
conservation easements, or modification of cattle grazing practices on private and public lands 
are based entirely on the voluntary participation of the cattle producers. The failure of the 
agencies (o require changes in cattle management practices, particularly on public land, is even 
morc egregious considering that the U.S. Forest Service absobutely has this authority, that this 
entire controversy is a product of the livestock industry and state and federal livestock agencies. 
and that the evidence squarely points to cattle as originally transmitting the Brucella abortus 
bacteria to Yellowstone's bison. Despite these facts, the industry has never lifted a finger to help 
resulve this issue in a way that is mutually beneficial to the cattle industry and the preservation of 
Yellowstone's bison, but has not been hesitant to mislead and deceive the public in its effort to 
ensure the annual slaughter of Yellowstone bison, regardless of the ecological, aesthetic, cultural, 
historic, or economic consequences of its campaigo. 


‘The mere fact that the industry and individual ranchers went to greai bengths to eradicate 
brucellosis from Montana's cattle is irrelevant because that was done to benefit themselves In 
this case, the catile industry could and should agree to participate in a sensible and crodible 
solution to this controversy instead of serving only to deceive and mislead the public, poliucians, 
and agency decision-makers with their unsubstantiated fear and paranoia about the alleged threat 
of bacteria transmission that bison pose to cattle. Since the industry is unlikely w do so 
willingly, the agencies, using their independent regulatory authorities, must mandate changes in 
catthe management outside of YNP. Yellowstone's bison should no longer be the scapegoat for 
an industry that has not parucipatcd in developing a rational solution to this issue and whose 
ultimate concem ts less about bruceljosis, and more about preveating bison from establishing 
range outside of Yellowstone Park. 


Indeed, contrary to the rhetoric of the cattle industry and the state and federal livestock 
agencies, the nsk of Brucella abortus transmission from bison to cattle under natura) conditions, 
assuming any risk exists, is extremely remote. Though the agencies refuse to quantify this mak 
since the results will not justify their past and proposed strategies to destroy Yellowstone bison, 
the available data, even when using the most Conservative, pro-catile estimates, suggest that, at 
the present population size, a maimum of 
Wansmisaiop. This fact — which the agencies will not concede - calls into question the 
legitimacy of the proposed long-term management strategyes. 


Remarkably, the cight year process to develop the DEIS and its multi-million dollar 
alternatives, including the proposed alternative, to protect Montana's cattle, is principally 
intended to protect 2.238 domestic cows who spend all or part of the year on private or public 
grazing allotments in the vicinity of Yellowstone's northern and western borders. For the 
amount of money that the agencies have spent to date attempting to address this issue, and the 
money that the agencies estimate will be spent on implementing even the least expensive of the 
alternatives over the 15 year life of the plan, it could easily buy out these producers for all 15 
years thereby eliminavng the nsk of Boella aborugs transmission in its entirety. The DEIS, 
however, makes i clear that the agencies are not required, nor do they desire, to responsibly and 
sensibly use federal and state tax dollars. instead all evidence suggests ‘hat the agencies prefer to 
misuse these funds to destroy Yellowstone bison to benefit a single interest group and their two- 
thousand two- hundred cows. 


The National Park Service (NPS), a key player in this controversy, is not without fault. It 
is well aware that its management decisions over the years, particularty its decision to permit 
snowmobiling and trail grooming in the Park and its fateful decision to construct and operate a 
bison capture facility un the Park, are entirety inconsistent with its legal directives, including its 
natural regulation mandate Unfortunately, bureaucrats within the agency and the Department of 
the intenor (DOM) are more concerned about placating federal and state politicians, the livestock 
industry, and state and federal livestock agencies than protecting YNP and its animals. A 
probitition of snowmobile use and trail grooming in YNP must be implemented immediately 
This would actneve the agencies stated purpose of protecting Yellowstone 's wild and free- 


£9v 


YELL-14714 contd. 


ranging bison and mainiain the brucellosis-free status of Montana to protect ihe evonomuc 
interests and viability of its livestock industry. In addition, such a prohibition would, among 
many other things, reduce air pollution, reduce snowmobile impacts on wildlife in the Park, 
increase the Park's solitude and serenity, and is entirely consistent with existing NPS obligations. 


A prohibition oa ssowmobiling and trail grooming in YNP is the comerstone of The 
Bison Alternative’ which was developed by The Pund in response to the unacceptable and 
inadequate alternatives contained in the DEIS. The Bison Alternative provides the most 
comprehensive and long-term resolution to the ongoing controversy surrounding the 
of bison and cattle in YNP and Montana compared to any alternative evaluated in the DEIS or 
any of the independent alternatives (i.¢., Citizen's Alternative, Plan B for Buffalo). lt would 
achieve the agencies’ objectives of protecting the wild, free-ranging bison of YNP while 
protecting the economic interests and viability of Montana's cattle industry. It also would 
significantly reduce, if not entirely eliminate, the need to kill, hunt, or quarantine Yellowstone's 
bison, would restore natural regulation as the principal means of controlling wildlife population 
in YNP as is required by NPS statutes and regulations, climinate cattle grazing from public land 
in the vicinity of YNP, and provide just and fair strategies for further reducing the already 
insignificant risk of Brucella aborius (ransmission from bison to cattle on private lands. The 
eaistence of The Bison Alternative, and at least two other independent alternatives (i.¢., Plan B 
for Buffalo and The Citizen's Alternative), provides compelling evidence that the agencies’ 
alternatives are entirely unacceptable and must be reevaluated. 


In addition to its lack of credible analysis and its failure to provide any reasonable or 
sensible resolution to this controversy, the DEIS is not legally sufficient. The information and 
analysis in the DEIS is not at all consistent with the provisions of the National Environmental 
Policy Act. Not only have the agencies failed to disclose all relevant information, failed to use 
accurate information, and failed to evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives, but the decision by 
the agencies to permit bison to be managed outside of Yellowstone at Montana's discretion does 
not provide the level of management detail required to comply with NEPA. It is impossible to 
comment on the environmental impacts of discretion. 


Furthermore, the DEIS also violates the Endangered Species Act, the Lacey Act, National 
Park Service Organic Act and regulations, and the National Historic Preservation Act. In short, 
the DEIS, as presently written, can not pass legal muster and must be either rescinded in its 
entirety and redone, or an extensive supplemental EIS musi be prepared to address the many 
substantive legai inadequacies before the agencies can implement a long-term bison 
plan. Whether the agencies agree voluntarily that the DEIS is not legally sufficient, or if forced 
through litigation to provide a more extensive and comprehensive evaluation of the 
environmental impact, The Bison Alternative must be included and objectively evaluated as a 


>The Bison Alternative has been endorsed by over 144 international, national, regional, 


and loca) organizations representing a combined membership of over 9 million people, and 4, | 59 
individuals. 
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reasonable and feasible alternative for bison and cattle management io Yellowstone and 
Moatana. 


The Fund and EIl expect that the agencies responsible for bison management in and 
outside of Yellowstone National Park (YNP) and the individuals specifically involved in 
determining the future management of these magnificent animals will, as they are required to do, 
fully consider all of the comments contained in this letter and its attachments.’ In past planning 
documents, the ageacies have failed to provide the requisite level of consideration to public 
comments, preferring instead to implement management strategies which are acceptable to the 
catUe industry, cortain agency officials, and politicians, but completely unacceptable to the 
public. This entire multi-million dollar DEIS exercise will be meaningless if the agencies 
continue to favor, without scientific or legal justification, the cattle industry over protecting 
America’s largest herd of free-ranging bison and the world’s first and foremost National Park. 


The remainder of this comment letter will evaluate general and specific concerns 
associated with the analysis contained in the DEIS. This evaluation will begin with a discussion 
of the legal inadequacies of the DIBIS and will conclude with a description of other, more specific 
concems, associated with the information contained in the DEIS. Finally, | will discuss, 
compare, and evaluate the three independent alternatives (i.¢., The Bison Alternative, Plan B for 
Buffalo, and The Citizen's Alternative) which have becn developed in response to the 
inadequacy and unacceptability of the agencies’ seven alternatives. 


The National Environmental Policy Act is the basic charter for the protection of the 
environment. 40 C.F.R. §1500.1(a).* It requires federal agencies to assess the environmental 
impacts of their major federal actions before implementing those actions. Jd. at §1500.1(b). 


The Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) has promulgated regulations implementing 
NEPA to which all federal agencies must comply. 40 C.F.R. §1500.1 gt seg. These regulations 
identify different levels of environmental review, provide guidance on the purpose of NEPA, 
specify how and why agencies are to conduct their environmental reviews, and provides 
definitions for a number of key terms. 


*All exhibits to this comment letter are hereby incorporated by reference and should be 
considered and evaluated by the agencies before determining the future of the DEIS. 


“The DEIS is prepared pursuant to NEPA and the Montana Environmental Policy Act 
(MEPA). Since MEPA is remarkably similar to NEPA, there is no need to discuss MEPA in this 
comment letter. 
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The comerstone of NEPA 1s the “human envirooment” which is intended to be 
“comprehensively” to include the natural and physical environment and the 

of people with that cavironment.” Id. at §1508.14. Federal agency actions which are 
likely to significantly affect the human eavironment musi be subject to NEPA review. 


An “action” as defined in NEPA includes “new and continuing activities, including 
projects and programs entirely or partly financed, assisted, conducted, regulated, or approved b’ 
federal agencies, new or revised agency rules, regulations, plans, policies, or procedures...” |g. ai 
§1508.18(a). Federal actions tend to fall into several categories and include: “the adoption of 
official policy, such as rules, regulations, and interpretations ...formai documents establishing an 
ageacy's policies which will result in or substantially alter agency programs,” “adopuon of 
formal plans, such as official documents prepared or approved by federal agencies which guide 
or prescribe alternative uses of Federal resources, upon which future ageacy actions will be 
based;” “adoption of programs, such as a group of concerted actions to implement a specific 
policy or plan...;” and, “approval of specific projects, such as construction or management 
activities located in a defined geographic area.” jd. at §)508.18(b)(1-4). As will be discussed 
throughout this document, there are a number of actions which have been taken by all of the 
federal agencies involved in this issue which have never been subject to environmental apalysis 
as required by NEPA. 


The term “effect” is synonymous with the term “impact” and is defined to include 
“ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the components, structures, and 
functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health, 
whether direct, indirect, or cumulative.” jg. at 1508.8. The requirement to assess direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts ensures that ali relevant impacts, whether occurring at the same time as 
the action, after the action has occurred, or in combination with the action, are evaluated. 


In addition to requiring that a full range of impacts be considered, NEPA requires thai the 
environmental document evaluate a complete scope of actions pertinent to the issue. The three 
types of actions which NEPA requires agencies to consider when defining the scope of the 
analysis are connected, cumulative, aod similar actions. 


“Connected actions” are actions which “are closely related and therefore should be 
discussed in the same impact statement.” Jd. at § 1508.25(a(1). An action is deemed to be 
“connected” if it “automatically triggers other actions which may require environmental impact 
statements,” “cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or 
simultaneously,” or if it is an “interdependent part(s) of a larger action and depend(s) on the 
larger action for (its) justification.” Ig. at §1508.25(ay 1 \(J-iii). 


A “cumulative” action is an action which “when viewed with other proposed actions have 
curpulatively significant impacts and should therefore be discussed in the same impact 
statement.” Id. at §1508.25(b). 


Finally, a “similar” action when “viewed with other reasonably foreseeable or proposed 
agency actions, have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental 
consequences together, such as common timing or geography.” jd. at § 1508.25(a\(3). 


As will be discussed in greater detail in the following sections of this comment letter, the 
proposed project contains a number of connected, cumulative, and similar actions which the 
agencies have illegally failed 10 evaluate in this DEIS. NEPA prohibits an agency from 
segmenting to unreasonably restrict the scope of the environmental review process, Sec, 
Boundation of Economic Trends vy, Heckler, 756 F.2d 143, 159 (D.C. Cir. 1985), or to reduce the 
cavironmental impacts of the entire action. 


The purpose of NEPA is not to “generate paperwork — even excellent paperwork -- but to 
foster excellent action.” 40 C.F.R. §1500.1(c). To accomplish that, NEPA requires high quality 


NEPA requires that an Environmental impact Statement must be “concise, clear, and to 
the point, and shall be supported by evidence that agencies have made the necessary 
cavironmental analyses.” jd. ai §1502.1. hi shall provide “full and fair discussion of significant 
environmental impacts and shall inform decisionmakers and the public of Une reasonable 
alternatives which would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human 
environment.” jd All reasonable alternatives must be “rigorously explore(d) and objectively 
evaluate(d).” jd. at §1502.14(a). Finally, if relevant to the choice among altematives — which is 
certainly the case in this DEIS — the agencies must provide a cost-benefit analysis as an aid in 
evaluating the environmental consequences of the alternatives. jg. at §1 502.23. 


When evaluating the environmental impacts of an agency action in an EIS, if there is 
imcomplete or unavailable information, the agency must obtain that information if the costs are 
not exorbitant. Id. at §1502.22(a). If, however, the costs of obtaining the information is 
exorbitant, the agency must concede im the EIS that the information is “incomplete or 
unavailable,” explain the “relevance of the incomplete or unavailable information to evaluating 
reasonably foresecable significant adverse impacts on the human environment,” provide a 
“summary of the existing credible scientific evidence which is relevant to evaluating the 
reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human environment,” and, “evaluate 
the umpacts using theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific 
community.” Id. at §1502.22(b)(1-4). As will be explained below, the agencies have attempted 
to avoid a discussion of the risk of bacteria transmission in the DEIS — an issue of considerable 
importance to the justification for bison management -- by claiming that the scientific evidence 
required for such an analysis is unavailable or unknown. Even though this is untrue, the agencies 
fail to provide the explanation of the significance of these data as required by NEPA. 


Ultimately, NEPA requires federal agencies, to the fullest extent possible, to “use all 
practicable means ... to restore and enhance the quality of the human environment and avoid or 
minimize any possible adverse effects of their actions upon the quality of the human 
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environment.” jd. at §1500.2(f). Thus, NEPA requires agencies to do more than simply consider 
environmental impacts bul to make decisions based on the environmental impacts which 
“enhance the quality of the human environment” and “avoid or minimize any possible adverse 
effects of theis actions upon the ... human environment.” 


1 = The. DENS in in Violation of the National Environmental Policy Act: 
term Plan for the Managemeni of Bison in YNP and Montana. 
The DBIS asserts that the “purpose of the proposed action is to maintain a wild, free- 
tang.is populauon of bixop and address the osh of brucclioss Wansmissi0g 10 preci Ube 
; in the State of Montana.” DEIS at iii, 


economic interest and viability of the livestock iodustry 
(emphasis added). The alternatives and analysis offered in the DEIS, however, fail to either 
satisfy or substantiate this purpose. 


First, at present, the Yellowstone bison herd is wild, but is not free-ranging. While the 
NPS constantly refers to this herd as free-ranging, the anti-bison policies of the Suate of Montana 
ensure that the herd is confined to Yellowstone Park. While these animals are not captive like 
animals in a Z0o, the traps and bullets which have been used to limit the movements and 
distribution of these animals form an invisible fence beyond which the animals are not tolerated. 
If not presently free-ranging, then any alternative that further restricts their range or creates new 
tools to manipulate and exploit them cannot possibly change that status. Instead, in order to 
substantiate their free-ranging rhetoric the agencies have developed a self-serving definition for 
free ranging which means a population “that is not routinely handled by humans and can move 
without restrictions within specific geographic areas.” DEIS at 28. Indeed, the agencies’ 
definition could be used to suggest that z00 animals are wild and free-ranging because they are 
wild animals allowed to wander their cages without restriction. This self-serving attempt to 
legitimize the alleged free-ranging status of these animals is both absurd and an insult to the 
intelligence of the general public. 


Second, many components of the proposed action are not consistent with the concept of a 
wild population of animals. “Wild” is defined in the Webster's New Collegiate Dictionary as 
“living in a state of nature and not ordinarily tame or domesticated,” and “not amenable to 
control or restraint.” Many of the tools proposed in the DEIS to exploit and manipulate 
Yellowstone bison are inconsistent with the concept of wildness. 


Vaccination, for instance, is a too! used in human and non-human domestic animals to 
prevent disease, it has no place for use in wild animal populations. Disease is a component of 
wildness, it occurs and may or may not result in an adverse impact on the host species. In 
Yellowstone bison, for instance, Brucella abortus has no measurable adverse impact on the 


population.’ Though the evidence suggests that it was introduced to bison from cattle, and 
though there may be a great interest in preveating reinfection in cattle, the administration of a 
vaccine to a wild bison, which may include the need to capture and restrain Yellowstone's bison, 
is pot necessary Or consistent with concept of wikiness. If a vaccination program is 
implemented then, depending on the method of vaccine delivery, Yellowstone's bison may 
become an intensively managed herd, not significantly different than a catthe herd. 


Capture and slaughter is another tool, already in use, which diminishes the wildness of 
Yellowstone's bison. Capture and slaughter is a too) historically used by the livestock industry to 
rid domestic herds of brucellosis. The industry, having no regard for the broad importance of 
Yellowstone's bison, have pushed for capture and slaughter throughout the Park as an 
expeditious means of eradicating the bacteria, regardless of the circumstances. Though it bas not 
yet achieved its ultimate objective, it has, due to the failure of the Department of the Intezior 
(DOD and NPS to aggressively defend Yellowstone, its bison, or its own regulation, succeeded in 
establishing capture and slaughter operations on the north and west boundaries of the Park.‘ 


Capture and slaughter is not consistent with preserving the wild character of 
Yellowstone's bison. These animals are not domestic livestock, they should not be captured and 
tested for exposure to the bacteria, there’s no justification for their capture, and the transpoitation 
of these animals to a slaughter facility is not respectful of, or consistent with, their wild nature.’ 


Quarantine also is a tool for use in domestic animals, aot wildlife. The notion of placing 
these animals in a fenced facility for an extended period of time, feeding them, regularly handling 
and manipulating them is inconsistent with preserving their wild character. 


‘The fact that Brucella abortus may be an exotic organism is essentially irrelevant in this 
case since it has no substantive adverse impact on Yellowstone bison or clk populations. 
Furthermore, NPS policies do not require the management or cradication of exotic organisms 
unless “such species threaten park resources or public health and ... control is prudent and 
feasible.” NPS Management Policies at 4:12. 


*The capture of bison in YNP represents a distinct change in NPS policies regarding 
wildlife management in National Parks. Other evidence of a substantial shift in policy from 
protection to persecution can be found at the Gettysburg National Military Battlefield and the 
Cuyahoga Valley National Recreation Area. The environmental impacts of this shift in policy is 
required to be subject to comprehensive analysis in a programmatic environmental impact state. 


"Remarkably, the agencies hold that the use of contraception to control the bison 
population size “is inconsistent with maintaining a wild free-ranging population,” yei apparently 
believe that capture and slaughter, quarantine, hunting, and vaccination will retain a wild, free- 
ranging bison population. Considering that those strategies, except for vaccination, actually 
limits the distribution of the animal, while contraception, by itself, does not, this conclusion does 
not make sense and appears to be an excuse to avoid any additional discussion of contraception. 
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Third, the alleged purpose and need for a long-term management plan 1s 0 “address Une 
risk of brucellosis wansmission” to domestic cattle outside of Yellowstone Park. The agencies, 
however, refuse to qualify, quantify, or otherwise estimate the risk of transmission. DEIS ut v, 
19. Instead, as has become the agencies, unspoken credo, when the evidence docs not support 
the objective, plead ignorance. Thus is precisely what (he agencies have done in this case 
claiming that not enough is know to quantify the risk of transmission. The agencies are willing 
to delineate which issues affect the risk of transmission, and to concede thai there is genuine 
dispute among scientists about the risk of transmission, but they are unwilling to use the best 
available scientific evidence to quantify risk. 


In order to address the risk of transmission, not oaly must the risk be quantifiable, which 
it is, but an acceptable level of risk must be defined. In this case, the agencies have never defined 
what level of risk is acceptable. Would it be acceptable to the agencies if the herd infection rate 
was 5 percent or if the number of potentially infectious female bison was less than 5 in the entre 
herd? The agencics fail to defix what constitutes an level of nsk because they 

the MDOL and the USDA) have concluded that the only level of acceptable risk is 
no risk at all. Clearly, this objective is unrealistic, but, unforwnately, the livestock agencies and 
industry appear to be unwilling to accept anything less. If the DELS is intend to address the nsk 
of transmission, the risk must be quantified and the agencies must agree to an acceptable level of 
risk. 


Fourth, the DEIS does not adequately evaluate how Brucella aborus in Yellowstove 
bison, even if transmitted to a cattle herd, would affect the economic interests and viability of 
livestock industry in Montana. The mere presence of Yellowstone bison, even if exposed or 
infected, in Montana should not and cannot cause a loss of the state's brucellosis-free status and 
should not be used to justify sanctions on Montana cattle imposed by other states. 


The DEIS indicates that if Montana were to lose its brucellosis-free status, increased 
testing requirements could cost up to $6 million per year, DEIS at 25, but fails to provide amy 
evidence, save for a personal communication with the Executive Secretary of MDOL, to 
substantiatc this claim. ft also claims that an outbreak could adversely impact Montana's ability 
to export its cattle to other states and internationally, DEIS at 25, but then states that no 
information is available on the amount of livestock exported out of Montana, DEIS at 26. If the 
agencies are going to make the claim that cattle export would be adversely impacted if an 
outbreak of brucellosis occurred in Montana, then they must substantiate it with numbers, 
review, and some degree of economic analysis. ht is hard to believe that the state does not have 
records pertaining to cattle export. 


What are the economic consequences if one cattle herd becomes infected with brucellosis, 
regardiess of whether it came from bison or from another source? If the infection was limited to 
one herd, current and proposed regulations, See, 63 FR 49670, would result in the quarantine and 
potential depopulation of the infected herd, but it would aot result in a downgrade in brucellosis- 
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free status for the entire state. Existing surveillance systems at livestock markets and slaughtering 
facilities, in addition to the potential testing of herds who may come in coutact with bison (DEIS 
at 235), would appear to be sufficient to detect infection if it were to occur. 


lf multiple cattle herds became infected, under the exisung regulauons, APHIS can 
choose to oaly downgrade specific areas within a state It ts not required to downgrade the entire 
state. Soe. 9 C.P.R. §78.40. 


If the agencies want (0 rely on the alleged need to protect the economic imterest and 
viability of the livestock industry in Montana thea it must disclose what the potential impacts are 
wo the economics and viability of the industry if bison were responsible for transmitting the 
bacteria to domestic cattle. The implications of a single or multiple outbreak of brucellosis in 
domestic cattle in Montana musi be more thoroughly evaluated on a local, state, regional, and 
international level. If this evaluation were done objectively and honestly, the cattle industry's 
claims of financial ruin would be determined to be greatly exaggerated and misleading. 


B. The DEIS Fails to Property Evaluate the Full Scope of Actions and Has Illegally 
Segmented Multipk Components of the Proposed Project: 


The DEIS is intended to produce a long-term management plan for Yellowstone bison in 
YNP and in Montana. The objective of the plan is principally to address the perceived threat of 
bacteria transmission from bison to cattle. The plan is not intended to provide for the eradication 
of the bacteria, despite the inclusion of Alternatives 5 and 6. 


The scope of the DEIS, however, is not complete in that it fails to address bison 
Management throughout Yellowstone Park, the management of bison who emigrate into 
Wyoming, aor does it address clk management inside and outside the Park. Furthermore, the 
analysis that is provided has been illegally segmented. Instead of addressing all of the 
environmental impacts associated with the various alternatives as NEPA requires, the agencies 
have conveniently put off evaluating the impacts of certain components of the proposals to 
establish a quarantine facility, a vaccination program for Yellowstone bison, and the 
establishment of multiple bison capuure facilities in a clear effort to illegally segment these issues 
from NEPA review in a single comprehensive document. 


For example, while the majority of bison who emigrate from Yellowstone move into 
Montana, Yellowstone bison also emigrate east and south into Wyoming. East of the Park, on 
the Shoshone National Forest, Wyoming tolerates up to 15 buil bison but permits the hunting of 
any bulls in excess of 15 and of any calves or cows. This management strategy was adopted by 
Wyoming in fas without the required opportunity for public comment. (See, Absaroka Bison 


Bison emigrating to the south utilize the groomed snowmobile trail to move into John D. 
Rockefeller Memorial Parkway and then to Grand Teton National Park Emigration through the 
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South catrance is entiwely unnatural. After years of preparation. in 1996, the NPS, US Fish and 
Wildlife Service, U.S. Forest Service, and the State of Wyoming published a the Long Term 
Management Plan and Environmental Assessment for the Jackson Bison Herd whch was 
subsequently approved and implemented in 1997 ' 


Thus, > combination with the DEIS, there are three separaic management plans for bison 
wm the Greater Yellowstone Koosystem, including (wo plans thal specifically directly affect only 
Yellowstone bison. instead of a sangle comprehensive plan addressing bison management in the 
region. 


Though the DEIS does not provide any evaluation of bison cougrating to the south and 
east into Wyoming, its proposed management surategies may unpaci al! bison. Alternatives 5 and 
6, for example, are not intended Ww only affect bison emugrating to the north and west of 
Yellowstone but will affect all bison in the Park. 


If the agencies had properly defined the scope of the DEIS, and evaluated the 
enviroamental impacts associated with bison management the Park. they may have 
developed alternative strategses o implement in the Park which would affect bison ermgrating 
over all Park borders. Prohibiting snowmobiles and trail grooming, as an cxample, would 
indisputably clumunate bison emigraton over the caster and southern borders of Yellowstone. 
thereby reducing the perce: ved threat thai these bison pose to domestic cattle and elimimating 
management needs for these particular animais when and if they cmigrate from YNP 


Even more biatant than these omissions 1s the failure of the agencies to properly evaluate 
the environmental impacts of quarantine and the proposed capture facilities in the DEIS instead 
of conducting this review, the agencies propose to establish a quarantine facility, propose to 
establish muiupte capture facilities, and even provide criteria for the placement of these facilives. 
but specify that the environmental impacts of the construction, location, and operation of these 
facilities will be addressed in seperate documentation. The agencies claim that the actual 
location of the facilities has not been determined NEPA does not permit the agencies to 
segment (he environmental impacts of their proposed actions based merely on the fact that the 
ageacies have failed to do their homework If the agencies are interested in the povenual 
development of a quarantine facility or the construction of multiple trapping facilites, then the 
location of each facility must be disclosed and the site specific environmental umpacts must be 
evaluated in a single DEES. If the agencies don't have that information or if they have not 
conducted the analysis, then those options should not be proposed or considered. 


"Recently. a federal district court judge in Washington, D.C. preliminarily ruled that the 
Jackson Bison Herd Long Term Management Pian and Environmental Assessment was in 
violation of NEPA because the agencies illegally segmented an analysis of the supplemental clk 
feeding program on the National Elk Refuge from thew analysis of bison management. Sec. The 
Bund for Animals ot al... v. Clack, No. 98-2355, slip op. at |, 8 (D.D.C. Oct. 30, 1998). (Exhibit 
1). 
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By illegally segmenting the proposal to develop a quarantine facility and to construct 
muluple capture facilities in the Park from the analysis of the impacts of such facilities, the 
agencies are engaged im an effort to resirict the scope of the analysis, segment the environmental 
impacts of each action, while also reducing the burden w disclose the necessary information 
and conduct the required analysis of the full umpact of these proposals.’ 


The proposed implementation of a vaccination program for bison is another example of 
illegal segmentauion of environmental impacts. In this case, however. the agencies prematurely 
propose to use @ vaccine on bison which is not presently available and may not be available for 
some tume. If no vaccine is available, then the ageacies should aot have proposed a vaccination 
program in (he DEIS since it is impossible to evaluate the environmental impacts of an 
unidentified vaccine If the agencies are interested im using & vaccine in bison, that vaccine 
should be identified and the agencies should provide an exhaustive analysis of the safety and 
efficacy of the vaccine to both target and non-target species. 


In this case, however, the agencies simply propose a vaccination program with no 
subsiantive analysis of the impacts. The agencies concede that amy vaccine used will be safe and 
efficacious for bison , but fails to identify what constitutes a safe and efficacious vaccine and 
provide no criteria for determining if and when a vaccine meets this standard." Purthermore. the 
agencies provide no guarantee that the vaccine will be safe for non-target species, or information 
about how the vaccine would be delivered to the target species.'' All of these issues are critically 


*Captured bison, under many of the alternatives in the DLIS, could also be used for 
experiments, yet the DEIS coatains no discussion of the environmental impacts of this alternative 
method of elimimating Yellowstone bison from the ecosystem. 


"The GYIBC recently completed preparation of a Protocol for Evaluating Safety and 
Efficacy of a Wildlife Vaccine Against Brucellosis in the GY A which is intended to represent 
agency agreement over what constitutes a safe and efficacious vaccine for use in bison. 
Theoretically, this protocol would be used by an agency, such as the NPS, to evaluate the safety 
and efficacy of a vaccine before permitting it to be used in YNP. Such an evaluation would and 
must also include the consideration of other NPS statutes, regulations, and policies which may 
affect the feasibility or legality of implementing a vaccination program in YNP. The DEIS does 
not reference this document. If the agencies intend to rely on this document as its blueprint for 
evaluating the safety and efficacy of a vaccine, the protocol must be disclosed as part of a 
discussion about vaccination in a document subject to environmental analysis and public 
comment. 


"A working group of the GYIBC has recently been formed to address the delivery issue. 
Considering that no vaccine is presently available, studying delivery mechanisms is premature. 
In addition, the fact that this analysis is underway would suggest that the agencies have illegally 
predetermined the outcome of the proposal to initiate a bison vaccination program for 
Yellowstone bison. 
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important for analysis because cach represents unique environmental impacts. 


While a vaccination program for bison in YNP raises a aumber of serous issues and 
impacts, of particular concem is that a vaccination program, with or without the requirement of 
capture to deliver the vaccine, is inconsistem with the natural regulation mandate which governs 
NPS activities. There is considerable public support for the concept of natural regulation 
because it distinguishes National Parks from other federal lands. Consequently, despite the 
agencies’ assertions that a vaccination program would be potentially beneficial to bison — a claim 
that The Fund and Ell reject -— it may not be publicly acceptable because it is inconsistent with 
natural regulation. 


NEPA prohibits agencies from committing “resources prejudicing selection of 
alternatives before making a final decision.” 40 C.F.R. §1502.2(f). Here, however, the agencies 


have blatantly violated NEPA by engaging in the long-term development of a bison vaccine 
without any environmental review or public comment. 


Efforts to test a vaccine for use in Yellowstone bison began in the mid-1990s. At that 
time neither the NPS or any of the other agencies attempted to assess public opinion about the 
implementation of a vaccination program in Yellowstone bison, nor did they attempt to evaluate, 
even in a cursory manner, the environmental impacts of such a program. Though no significant 
progress has been made in locating or developing a vaccine which will be suitable for use in 
Yellowstone bison, the DEIS assumes « vaccine will be available and implemented by the year 
2000. Indeed, for all intents and purposes, the agencies have already decided thai a precedent 
setting vaccination program will be implemented in YNP without any substantive environmental 
impact analysis and without any attempt to assess public opinion about, or support for, such a 
program in violation of NEPA. The agencies have simply, but wrongly, assumed that the public 
would accept vaccination without complaint. 


Finally, the agencies have illegally segmented elk management and, more specifically, the 
role of elk in interspecific bacteria transmission to bison and cattle, from analysis in this DEIS. 


Yellowstone elk, like bison, are known to harbor the Bruceiia abortus bacteria. 
Approximately |-2 percent, but perhaps as high as 6 percent, of Yellowstone's northern elk 
population, which consists of an estimated 14,000- | 6,000 animals, regularty test positive to 
exposure to Brucella abortus. DEIS at 18. Unlike bison where the correlation between 
seropositivity and infection is not high (Meyer & Meagher 1995), the correlation in elk is 
believed to be higher and similar to what is observed in cattle. Consequently, it is possible that 
1-6 percent of Yellowstone's elk are infected with Brucella abortus. This is not to say that 
Yellowstone's elk pose a high risk of bacteria transmission to cattle as the evidence, including 
the fact that there has never been, contrary to information provided in the DEIS at 20, a 
confirmed case of such transmission under natural conditions (See, NAS Report on Brucellosis at 
45 “Given the ambiguity allowed by epidemiologic evidence in this situation, wildlife cannot be 
determined to be the source of brucellosis infection in these six cases.”), demonstrates that this 
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risk is remote. Numerically, however, when compared to the number of bison in the Park, elk 
pose a greater misk of transmission than bison. Instead of addressing this issue in a meaningful 
manner, the agencies concede that cradication of Brucella abortus in bison may not be possible 
with a concomitant program in elk, but claim, illegally and incorrectly, that this issue is beyond 
the scope of the EIS. DEIS at 46. 


This distinction is clearly related to the economic benefit thai elk, but not bison, accrue to 
Montana through the suse of hunting licenses. In addition, it has been argued that clk do not pose 
as great a threat to cattle as bison because elk generally give birth in isolation and, as a predator 
avoidance strategy, fastidiously clean up the birthing site by consuming the placenta and other 
reproductive products. The fact that elk may isolate themselves during birth is somewhat 
irrelevant to the risk they pose of transmitting the bacteria since the principal symptom of 
brucellosis is spontancous abortions and since susceptible animal contact with an infected fews is 
the principal means of transmission. The birth site, therefore, is not as critical in determining as 
is the site of abortion, assuming abortion even occurs. In addition, while clk may clean up their 
birthing sites, recent evidence from YNP suggest that many bison demonstrate similar behaviors. 


Given this evidence, and considering that the principal purpose of the DEIS is to address 
the risk of Brucella abortus transmission to cattle, the agencies must also include elk in this 
analysis. First, elk pose a remote, but theoretical, risk of transmission of the bacteria to cattle. 
Secondly, and perhaps more importantly, elk pose a threat of reexposing and reinfecting 
Yellowstone's bison population. Thus, even if the agencies embarked on a long-term program to 
reduce and eventually climinate the bacteria in bison, if they fail to address the presence of the 
bacteria in elk, then their efforts in bison may ultimately be entirely ineffective. While The Fund 
and ETI do not believe that cither species poses anything more than a remote, if any, risk of 
transmission, if the ageucies are dead set on reducing/eliminating the becteria in bison, they have 
to address the bacteria in elk and it must be done in the same comprehensive plan. (Seg, NAS 
Report on Brucellosis at 7). 


As the foregoing evidence demonstrates, the agencies have conveniently sliced up their 
proposed bison management strategies into multiple pieces, cach of which is anticipated to 
undergo independent NEPA analysis even though all of the parts are clearly linked and related 
pn ee er This has been done for convenience and to reduce the 

combined significance of the environmental impacts associated with the proposals in their 
entirety. 


Furthermore, in regards to the development of a quarantine facility and a vaccination 
program, the agencies have illegally predetermined the outcome of these discussions without 
subjecting these controversial and unnecessary proposals to any substantive NEPA review. The 
analysis that the agencies intend to do in the future on these programs will focus only on the 
physical impacts of these facilities on the environment, noi whether the proposals are warranted, 
biologically or scientifically feasibie, or whether these practices are supported by the public. If 
the agencies have any interest in complying with NEPA, they have no choice but to sbandon the 
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cusrem DEIS, immedatcly cease all activities associated wi’ the development of a vaccine or 
implementation of a quarantine facility, and reinitiate their environmental analysis by providing a 
complete and comprehensive analysis of all enviroamental impacts associated with all aspects of 
the proposed project. 


C ‘The DEIS Fails to Rigorously Evaluate a Reasonable Range of Alternatives, 


NEPA requires that agencies “rigorously evaluatc™ a range of reasonable alternatives 
when analyzing the environmental impact of an agency action. This analysis represents the 
“heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R. §1502.14. 


In this case, though the agencies nave considered seven alternatives, alternatives |, 3, 4, 
and 7 are remarkably similar. Alternative | and 4 are the same except the latter offers quarantine 
and bunting in addition to agency shooting and capture and slaughter. Alternatives 3 and 4 are 
essentially the same excopt ali. mative 3 emphasizes bunting as the principal management tool to 
control bison population size and movements. Alternative 7, the agencies preferred alternative, 
is simply a roelange of alternatives |, 3, and 4. Alternatives 5 and 6 are also remarkably similar 
with the only difference being alternative 5 advocates killing now while alternative 6 advocates 
killing later. Indeed, even Alternative 2, which contains some differences compared to other 
alternatives is initially — during phase | for which there is no absolute cut-off date — the same as 
Akernative |. 


The similarities of many of the alternatives are not just in the strategies employed, but 
also in the results. For every alternative, except alternative 5, for example, the agencies have 
decided that the maximum aumber of animal who could be tolerated outside the Park in Eagle 
Creek-Bear Creek and West Yellowstone SMAs is 100-200 and 50-100, respectively. 

, among these alternatives, the maximum nurober of bison potentially allowed to 
remain outside of (NP is exactly the same. Even ander Alternative 2, the minimal management 
alternative, the number of bison outside YNP is limited to 100-200 in the Bagle 
Creek/Bear Creek SMA and 50-100 bison in the West Yellowstone SMA - the same as 
permitted under Alternative 7 -- the preferred alternative. 


The agencies, instead of assembling a truc set of alternatives, have simply taken a single 
alternative and modified its component parts to create four additional akernatives, the results of 
which from a population perspective, are nearly identical. Only the second phase of Alternative 
2 and Alternatives 5 and 6, are different than the remaining alternatives. In no way does the 
present range of alternatives satisfy the requirements of NEPA. The agencies must develop and 
consider additional alternatives which are substantively different in design and result than the 
present alternalives. 

The inability of the agencies to property construct a range of reasonable alternatives is 


because they have independently and arbitrarily established nine criteria used to determine if an 
akernative is appropriate and qualified for more comprehensive analysis. These criteria include: 
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\. Address bison population size and distribunon, have specific commitments relating 10 
size of bison herd. 

Clearly define a boundary line beyond which bison will aot be tolerated. 

Address the nsk to public safety and private property damage by bison. 

Communit to the eventual elimination of brucellosis in bison and other wildlife. 

Protect livestock from the risk of brucellosis. 

Protect the state of Montana from msk of reduction in its brucellosis status. 

Al a minimum, maintain a viable population of wild bison wn Yellowstone National Park, 
as defined in biological, genetic, and ecological terms. 

n Be based on factual information, with the recognition that the scientific database is 


~eovryp 


9. Recognize the need for coordination in the management of natural and cultural resource 
values that are the responsibility of the signatory agencies. 


For all intents and purposes, these criteria represent the various goals of the individual 
agencies involved in this controversy. Of course, as is consistent with the history of this 
controversy, the interests of the hvestock agencies are emphasized over the interests of wildlife. 
Establishing a bison berd size, a boundary line, committing to the eventual elimination of 
brucellosis m bison and other wildlife, protecting Montana from a reduction in its brucellosis 
status are all, principally, objectives of the livestock agencies designed to promote and ensure 
tha: emigrating bison will be killed for the benefit of 2200 cattle. Though these criteria 
ropresents the parameters for alternative consideration, the agencies concede that aot ai) of their 
alternatives completely satisfy cach criterion but they satisfy the criteria enough to warrant 
evaluation. DEIS at 53. 


The establishment of these criteria are intended to do one thing, and one thing only, and 
that is to prevent the agencies from having to consider more rational, sensible, and scientifically 
credible alternatives which may not nicely fit into the agencies’ arbitrary parameters. Moreover, 
the criteria were developed to prevent the agencies from having to consider alternatives which 
decresse the focus on lethal management strategies, promote increased tolerance of bison outside 
of YNP, and substantially increase mandatory changes in cattle management ovtside the Park. 


The agencies could not possibly be more transparent in their bias in favor of the cattle 
industry to the detriment of bison and YNP. Indeed, it is tragic and disturbing that the DOI and 
NPS have allowed themselves to sell out Yellowstone and its wildlife to satisfy agency 
bureaucrats who are more concerned about placating politicians, the catth: industry and agencies, 
and the White House than in protecting this national treasure. 


Though NEPA requires agencies to consult early and often with the public while 
preparing an EIS, the agencies never subjected its alternative selection criteria to public review. 
The DEIS claims that “the objectives were developed through a six year ongoing planning effort 
that includes several opportunities for public input,” DETS ai 51, but fails to identify where or 
whea the public was invited to comment on these objectives and criteria. This is because the 
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public has aever had an opportunity © comment oo these standards because the agencies have 
never subjected these standards to public aotice and comment. The agencies should aot and 
cannot rely on these criteria to limit the consideration of aliematives for the managoment of 
Yellowstone's bison. If the agencies contiauc to belicve that these or other parameters are 
necessary (0 weed oul the genuinely unreasonable or infeasible alternatives, the parameters must 
be subject to public review prior to being used by the agencies. 


The basis for these alternatives was not included in 2 previous planning document, but 
rather was in an obscure letter from President Clinton to Mr. John Tarburton, the President of the 
National Association of State Departments’ of Agriculture." In that April 24, 1997 ener 
(Exhibit 2), the President promised Mr. Tarourvoa that any viable alternative in the DEIS “must, 
among other things, address bison population size and distnbuuion,; clearly define a boundary line 
beyond which bison will not be tolerated: address the risk that bison pose to public safety and 
private property, protect livestock from the risk of brucellosis, protect the state of Montana from 
any risk to its brucellosis-free status; and commit to the eradication of brucellosis from bison and 
other wildlife,” which are ideotical to many of the criteria used by the agencies to evaluate 
prospective alternatives. Many of these promises, particularly the reference to eradication of 
brucellosis, did mot accurately reflect the intent of the DEIS as originally proposed. The DEIS, 
despite the inclusion of Alternatives 5 and 6, was intended to be a management document, not a 
plan for the eradication of the bacteria. 


The agenc.cs have utilized these arbitrary and illegal criteria to dismiss, without 
evaluation, severa) poteatial alternatives, particularly the no-action/no- project alternative. '' 
Though NEPA arguably requires the agencies to consider a no-action/no-project alternative, by 
creating these illegal critena designed to limit the analysis of alternatives to only those consistent 
with the agencies objective to intensively manage Yellowstone's bison without any mandatory 
changes in cattle management practices, a convenient means of avoiding any substantive 
discussion of a no-action/no-project alternative was devised. 


Since the criteria are so clearly intended to illegally limit the range of reasonable 


ad The background of the Clintoa letter is presently unclear. The Pund has 
attempted to obtain information about the letter from the White House and the Council on 
Environmental Quality without success. Circumstantial evidence collected to date, however, 
strongly suggests that the letter was a product of the CEQ who, conveniently, neglected to permit 
anyone from the National Park Service or Yellowstone National Park to review the letter before 
it was sent. The CBQ’s actions, yet again, reveal the administration bias in favor of the cattle 
industry and producers -- those capable of making campaign contributions — over bison in 
Yellowstone who only provide aesthetic, historical, cultural, recreational, and economic benefits 
to the citizens of the world. 


"The no-action/no-project alternative is in contrast to the status quo alternative which is 
contained in the DEIS as Ahernative |. 


alternatives considered in the DEIS, and since the agencies never solicited public comment on 
these alternatives, the criteria cannot and should not be used in this case. Therefore, the agencies 
must evaluate a range of other reasonable alternatives, including the n0-action/no-proyect 
alternative, in any future environmental document. 


In reality, the no-action/no-project alternative, particularly if enhanced through the 
restoration of natural regulation in YNP by prohibiting snowmobiles and trail grooming, would 
actually restrict the distribution of Yellowstone bison and ultimately reduce the already remote 
risk of transmission. Under such a scenario, the bison population, depeading on winter severity, 
would likely stabilize at a population size above, equal to, or lower than the present population, 
though the number and rate of bison emigrating from the Park would be reduced due to the 
increased difficulty in traversing the Park without the aid of groomed snowmobile trails. In time, 
though there may remain some active Brucella abortus infection in some bison, parucularty 
young bison in the Park, a large proportion of the pupulation would either be genetically resistant 
to the bacteria or would have developed an | munity to the bacteria even if they remain 
seropositive. 


Since the population would be limited through natural regulation, a density-dependent 
response would like produce a reduction in the population's growth rate compared to the present 
situation by reducing the annual number of calves born. Even if these calves became infected, 
only the fernales calves would theoretically pose a risk of transmission, they would noi pose a 
risk until they became reproductively mature, the risk of transmission to domestic cattle would be 
reduced because of their restncted distribution. and there would be fewer animals who would 
pose a theoretical risk. Consequently, compared to the present situation, the existing 
insignificant risk of interspecific transmission of the bacteria between bison and cattle would be 
reduced even further by simply leaving the population alone while naturally restricting its 
distribution. '* 


As the foregoing evidence demonstrates, the agencies have not evaluated a reasonable 
range of alternatives as required by NEPA. This deficiency must be corrected in any future 
environmental document. 


“in addition, the agencies have entirely avoided the possibility of employing 
contraceptive technologies to limit the population growth in the Yellowstone herd. The Fund is 
AO promoting this alternative because, in this instance, it is not necessary. However, considering 
the fact that sampling data collected from dead and live Yellowstone bison suggest that the 
majority of infected animals are in the younger age classes (statement made by Dr. Jack Rhyan at 
September GYIBC meeting) the use of reversible contraceptive technologies to delay breeding in 
these animals until they clear the bacteria, would reduce the already remote risk of transmission. 


Dr. Rhyan has proposed such a strategy im a paper presented at the receat annual conference of 
The Wildlife Society. 
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D. ‘Tie DBBIS Pails to Disclose the Risk of Brucella abortus Transmission from Bison to. 
Cattle or io Property Evaluate the Envisoamenial Consequences of this Risk. 


Though (there is ample evidence to demonstrate that the bison controversy is far larger 
than the theoretical risk of bacteria wansmiasion from bison to cattle, the DEIS is focused on the 
issue of risk. Indeed, the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS do not balance the protection of a 
viable, free-ranging bison population with preventing the risk of bacteria transmission from bison 
to cattle. Rather, the emphasis is clearly on preventing the risk of transmission through the 
artificial, lethal, and crue] manipulation of Yellowstone's bison to provide near complete risk- 
free conditions for a maximum of 2,238 catthe who are grazed on private or public land within 
the project area. The protection of a viable, free-ranging bison herd is an afterthought to the 
ultimate objective of protecting cattle und cattle prod cers. 


While the agencies admit that (here is considerable scientific dispute over the risk of 
bacteria transmission, they claim that the level of risk cannot be calculated.'’ This is blatantly 
untrue and represents a clear attempt by the agencies, particularly the state and federal livestock 
agencies, to avoid any effort to quantify the risk of transmission in fear that the risk would be, as 
is the case, determined to be insignificant. Indeed, there has never been a documented case of 
Baoucelia aborius transmission from bison to cattle under natural conditions. The agencies remain 
steadfast, however, in their refusal to quantify the level of risk using the available data that has 
been, and continues to be collected, frm Yellowstone bison. 


Several assessments have been conducted to determine the msk of bactena transmission 
from Yellowstone bison to domestic cattle in the Yellowstone region. (See. Schubert 1992, 
Dobson and Meagher 1996, and Gross in draft) 


Though the ageacies refuse to engage in a risk analysis for self-serving reasons, the lack 


"In regard to the scientific dispute over brucellosis, the NAS Report on Brucellosis does 
not, despite its original intent, provide any resolution to these reports. The process used to 
prepared the report was designed to avoid the requirement to comply with the Federal Advisory 
Committee Act. Thus, instead of assernbling a committee of objective experts to evaluate this 
issue, the NAS selected two principal investigators cach with an inherent bias which ruled them 
Out as objective reviewers of this issue Dr. Norman Cheville has spent the majority of his career 
working for the USDA in its brucellosis eradication program. His expertise in cattle brucellosis, 
his allegiance to the USDA perspective, and is lack of expertise in wildlife brucellosis is clear 
from a review of the NAS Report. Dr. Dale McCullough, a wildlife ecologist, had previously co- 
authored a book critical of the NPS natural regulation policy raising serious concems about his 
objectivity in this project. Dr. McCullough also admitted to the GYTBC that he knew nothing 
about brucellosis and that, therefore, Dr. Cheville would be responsible for that portion of the 
review. Significant criticisms of the draft NAS Report, which is nearly identical to the final 
Report, is attached as Exhibit 3 and mist be evaluated by the agencies before they rely on the 
NAS Report in any future environmental document. 
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of such an analysis, particularly given | hat the alleged risk of transmission is the cornerstone of 
the document, is an obvious and blatart deficiency in the DEIS akin to building an automobile 
without an engine. The automobile stil) may look good from the outside, but it 1s not fuactional, 
it doesn't work. In this case, the agen ies have endeavored to develop a DEIS which 1s eatirely 
non-functional because the agencies hive fasied to base their management decisions on sound 
scientific evidence which includes an : nalysis of risk. 


Not only have the agencies pur :0sefully avoided preparing a risk analysis, but they have 
not even disclosed the besi available s:ientific evidence relevant to the prevalence, or lack 
thereof, of the bacteria in bison. Indend, as the agencies concede, the description of brucellosis 
in the DEIS is a product of a torturous cxercise within the Greater Yellowstone Interagency 
Brucellosis Committee to develop a white paper on the brucellosis controversy. Consequently, 
the final document did not provide a rigorous analysis of the relevant data, but only represents 
the barebones facts thai all of the agem:ies are willing to accept. This is hardly the level of 
description or analysis which NEPA requires or this issue deserves. 


The agencies fail to concede or disclose the existence of several sets of data which are 
directly relevant to evaluating the risk >f wansmission. Data collected on bison killed during the 
winter of 1991/92 and from 1995 to th: present are mysteriously absent in the DEIS as well as 
data collected since 1995 on radio-collard live bison in YNP. ht is immaterial whether some 
believe the 1991/92 data to be flawed, or that the study begun in 1995 is not catirely complete, 
this is the best scientific data available and it must be disclosed and evaluated in the DEIS as 
required by NEPA. 


This data, serologic data from jwevious years, and biological data pertinent to the 
Yellowstone bison herd provide all the information that is required to calculate risk. A simple 
risk analysis designed to calculate the wumber of infectious pregnant bison in the Yellowstone 
herd this winter is provided below. The number of infectious pregnant bison represents the 
critical factor in determining nsk. Other bison, inchuding bulls, calves, yearlings, non-pregnant 
arumals are not capable of transmutting the bacteria during a particular year because the bactena, 
if present, cannot be expelled, or, if it is expelled through bodily fluids, it is inconceivable that it 
will act as a vector for transmissioa. This same formula could be used in any year to calculate 
the sumber of infectious pregnant bisoa in the herd which then could he used as a tool to 
determine the theoretical, but act actus, risk of transmission. Prior to engaging in that analysis, 
the factors contributing to and controll ng the risk of bacteria transmission must be evaluated. 


There are a number of factors that influence the risk of B. abortus transmission from 
bison to cattle.* These factors and a discussion of their relevance to transmission is provided 
below. 


"Though this question is specific to bison, the same general factors influence the risk of 
transmission between elk and cattle. 
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Nummer of female bison in por ulation: The current cstimated size of the Yellowstone 
bison herd is approximately 2,200 aniroais. According to the DEIS, the spring 1997 estimate for 
the number of adult female bison in th: population was 490. DEIS at 197. 


Number of Pregnant Female Bison: The principal route of B, abortus transmission 
between cattle and potentially between bison and cattle is through contact with infected birthing 
materials, a contaminated aborted fetw:, or an infected live calf (Nicoletti, 1980). Given the 
nexus between reproduction, birth, anc the risk of transmission, gply pregmami bison pose a 
potenual osk of Wapsmutung the bacte 1a 


The actual number of pregnant bison in the GYA in any one year is dependent on a 
umber of factors including the total number of bison in the Parks'’, the age structure of the 
population, the oumber of female bison pregnant the previous year, and the condition of the 
female bison. While the actual number of pregnant animais is variable, Kirkpatrick et al., (1996) 
determined that the pregnancy status of bison from the Mary Mountain and Northern Range 
herds was based on the age and lactational status of the animal. For example, Kirkpatrick et al. 
(1996) 80 percent of ali pregnancies occurred in cows 4 or more years old. Among lactating 
bison 100 percent of all pregnancies occurred in cows 5 or more years old. Few lactating cows, 
however, were pregnant as 78 percent >f fall pregnancies were in non-lactating cows. The actual 
percentage of the adult female bison pregnant annually ranges from 52% (Meagher 1973) to 75% 
(Pac and Frey 1991). 


There is a0 scientific evidence to suggest that bull bison pose any risk of bacteria 
transmission to domestic cattle (Robisun 1994). Moreover, the likelihood of a bull bison mating 
a domestic cow under natural, unconfined, conditions is extremely remote if even possible. 
There is no known documentation of s ach an event in the scientific literature. Even if mating 
were to occur, if bison bulls are similay to domestic bulls, the overwhelming scientific evidence 
demonstrates that the bacteria is not truasmutted through natural service (see, for example, King, 
1940, Lubbehusen and Fitch, 1925, Thomsen, 1943, Mukerji, 1960). Given thai the act of 
reproduction is the same, bison bulls ae likely to be similar to domestic bulls in this regard. 


The lack of such a definitive fincing im the “Risk of Transmission of Brucellosis from 


"The total number of bison in the Park is undeniably influenced by NPS management 
actions. In thts case, NPS decision to permit snowmobiling aad snowmobile trail grooming has 
altered bison population dynamics, movements, distribution, and habitat use. Bison use of the 
energy efficiemt groomed trail system t as led to a reduction in winter kill, increase in survival, 
and an increase in productivity. As a r-sult the YNP bison population has been able to expand 10 
artificially high levels which would no: bave occurred if trail grooming did not occur. 
Eliminating groomed trails and snowmobile use of YNP would increase the energetic 
consequences of wintertime movements and reestablish natura! regulation as the principle 
regulatory agent affecting bison population dynamics, thereby reducing the herd's growth rate and 
the number and rate of bison emigrating from the Park. 
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infected Bull Bison to Cattle” produced by the Greater Yellowstone interageacy Brucellosis 
Committee (GYIBC), is due to anecdotal information from a brucellosis-iafected captive bison 
herd in South Dakota. This situation is irrelevant to the question of bull bison transmission to 
cattle since it involved the transmissio. of the bacteria between bison not between bison and 
cattle. 


Similarty, bison calves, regardless of sex, and any non-pregnant bison, regardless of age, 
represent no nsk of transmission, cven if they are exposed or infected, since they either are not 
sexually mature or have not been bred. 


Number of Pregnant Bison Emigrating from the Pack, Since a pregnant bison who 
stays within YNP"* poses no risk of ba-teria transmission, any risk of transmission is limited to 
the number of pregnant animals who ¢ migrate outside of YNP. Unfortunately it is impossible to 
precisely predict how many pregnant bison are likely to emigrate from YNP during any pasticuiar 
winter since emigration is inflyenced t y a number of factors including the quality and quantity of 
depth, snow density, and snow/water content), accessibility of forage (i.¢, existence and severity 
of ice layer in Park), existence of hard-packed energy efficient travel routes, stochastic events 
(i.e. fire), and learned knowledge of foraging areas outside of YNP. 


Number of Infectious Female fus00 Exusrating from ths Park, Not all bison. including 
pregnant bison, pose the same risk of t acteria wansmission. Animals who have never been 
exposed to the bacteria pose no risk of transmission. Animals who have been exposed to the 
bacteria, but who are not infected or infectious, pose no risk of transmission. Infected animals 
who are not infectious similarly pose no risk of transmission. ii is only those animals who are 
infectious (i,¢,, capable of expelling th: bacteria during an abortion or live birth event) who pose 
a theoretical risk of bacteria transmission. To complicate matters, the dynamic nature of the 
bacteria aay Change the status of an animal as gestation progresses. There is no test presently 
available which can be used on live bison to distinguish between exposed, infected, and 
infectious bison. 


Blood tests are used to determine whether an animal has been exposed to the bacteria. 
These tests are designed to detect antibodies to B, aborting. The presence of antibodies suggests 
that the animal had or has an active infsction."® These tests, however, though relatively accurate 


‘*Pregnant bison within GTNP represent a theoretical risk of transmission because GTNP 
policies permit cattle grazing and trailiig 


"The agencies focus on capturing and slaughtering seropositive bison may be increasing, 
not decreasing, the risk of bacteria transmission in YNP bie~u. Seropositive animals may be 
infected, but they also may have developed an immunity to the bacteria. If this latter scenario is 
true, then removing large numbers of s:ropositive animals from the population will eliminate 
animals who may have a developed im munity while increasing the proportion of seronegative 
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in determining infection in cattle (Lambert et al, 1960, Herr et al., 1982, Manthei and Deyoe, 
1970, Moyer and Meagher, 1996), are not accurate in predicting infection in bison and have 
never been validated for bison. 


infecuon in bison can only be ascertained through the culture of the bactena from tissue 
samples taken ether from a dead animal or through biopsy on a living, but sedated, animal. If 
the B. aborus bacteria can be cultured os growa from the tissue sample, the animal is considered 
to be infected” but may or may not be infectious. 


An infectious animal is an animal which is theoretically capable of expelling the B. 
abortus bacteria into the environment. Given that the primary route of B. aboruas (ransmission 
from bison to domestic cattle is linked 10 female reproduction, a female bison can only be 
infectious if the bactena can be cultured from her reproductive tract. 


Sampling done of bison killed or slaughtered outside of YNP during the winter of 
1991/92" provides an indication of the number of animals who were infected or infectious 
(depending on the specific tissues samples removed) at the ume of death.” For the sampling 
conducted beginning in 1995, the resulting dain provides useful information about infection, but 
it is limited ia regards to assessing infectiousness in Yellowstone bison because the sampling 
protocol] now in place does pot, despite the obvious usefulness, require (he sampling of the 
female reproductive tract. A summary of the results of the 1991/92 and 1995/present sampling 
projects provides useful information relevant to the risk of transmission (See Table |). 


animals in the population. 


*This determination can be complicated through the presence of other bacteria, namely 
erm ufercolyuca, which ts remarkably similar in appearance to B, abortus (pers. comm. with 
Dr. Margaret Meyer). The presence of Y, intercolytica in bison tissues could result in a misread 
of the culture resulting in positive designation when, indeed, B. abortus is not present. 


"This data set has been the subject of debate. Some claim the data are useless because of 
flaws in the sampling methodology. Ochers claim that, though some flaws may have existed 
early in the project, those flaws were quickly corrected and the data set is sufficient and useful 
for analysis. The bottom line is that the data exists and, therefore, warrant evaluation in the 
DEIS. 


While some argue that a sampling approach may only provide a “minimum” estimate of 
infection, it is important to note that the percentage of false negative cultures in bison is not 
known but is likely small. A new culture methodology implemented this past winter on many of 
the samples taken from killed bison involves examining the entire tissue sample instead of only a 
portion of the sample. This new methodology wil! maximize the likelihood of culturing B, 
abortus if it is in the sample. 
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Table | 
Sampling @ of Adult #(%) @(%) #(*) @(%) #(%) @(%) 
Period (<) years Seropositive | Culture Pregnan Pregnant Infectious 
old) Kemale F oaktive an! — 
Heo Seropostive | und 
— = — a 
mine” ia w (44%) 2(7%) 54 (79%) em) =| 2%) 0 
| moe ci 63 (79%) 15 (4%) 47 (39%) 99 (63%) 5(19%) ” 


Enequency of aboruons or births outside of Pack, If transmission is to occur the bacteria 
must be expelled from the body. Give the principal route of transmission, a bison would have 
to experience an abortion or birthing event outside of YNP im order to theoretically establish the 
potential for imerspecific transmission There has, however, never been a confirmed case of B. 
aborius transmission from bison or elk to cattle under matural conditions.” If any transmission 
risk exists, the available evidence dem anstrates that this risk is remote. 


Since 1917 when B. abortus was first detected in Yellowstone bison, there have been galy 
in the GYA (3 in YNP, | in GTNP). The first two were documented by 
Mohler (1917). The third and fourth incidents were reported by Williams et al., (1993) and 
Rhyan et al., (1994), respectively. All four abortion events occurred inside of YNP or GTNP. 
No abortion event has ever been confirmed outside of the Parks. 


Contrary to some opinions, it is impossible to determine, based on the available evidence, 


“These results were taken from Meyer and Meagher 1995 (Exhibii 4). 


“These results are attached as Exhibit 5. |i is important to note that all of the blood and 
Ussue analysis conducted for this study is being done by the USDA. The agencies have not 
established any type of system, such as sending some samples to a non-governmental lab, to 
ensure the USDA results are accurate. 


At least one animal was likely infectious based on the culture results from a va, inal 
swab. Due to sampling deficiencies data on infectiousness were not available from many of the 
animals sampled. The sampling done for this study was not random but selected for femaic, 
seropositive animals thus the perceatages provided do not reflect the actual exposure and 
infection rate in the entire herd. 


*The only study that the livestcck interests offer to substantiate the risk of transmission 


from bison to cattle is Davis et al., (1990). In that study, transmission of B, sbortus from bison to 


cattle was documented in captivity. Tre methodology of this study, however, was flawed 
because it was conducted in a captive environment and because the challenge dose used was 
excessive (Meyer and Meagher, 1995). 
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that any of these aboruons, or any reproductive failures documented in bison, were caused by B. 
aborius. Just because the bacteria was found in either the mother or the fetus/calf does not prove 
that the reproductive failure was caused by B. abortus. |i is possible thai an infectious bison may 
be predisposed to abort or give birth to # non-viable calf because of B. aborius. but that other 
factors (j,¢,, nutritional deprivation, stress) actually triggered the reproductive failure. 


Considering the epidemiology of the disease, it is more likely that the aboruons observed 
by Mohler (1917) were the result of B. abortus since the herd may have been acutely infected ai 
that time. In the 1980s and 1990s, after several decades of chronic infection, the abortion rate 
would predictably be lower with the abortions documented by Wilharns et al., (1993) and Rhyan 
et al., (1994) possibly being the result of other factors. Regardless of the cause of the abortions, 
the isolation of B. abortus from an aborted fetus indicates that tis fewus is @ potential vector for 
transmission of the bacteria to other bison or other animals. The probability of transmission is, 
however, remote. 


During the past decade, given the intense interest in B. abortus in Yellowstone bison, this 
herd, particularly those groups near or outside of Park borders, has beca relatively closely 
monitored by federal and state officials and scientists. Despite this monitoring no abortion event, 
except for those reported above, has been documented in or outside of YNP. Moreover, though 
hundreds of bison have emigrated into Montana since the carly 1980s, including over 900 who 
emigrated across Yellowstone's northemn boundary during the winter of 1988/89, testing of nearly 
1,000 head of cattle who potentially intermingled with bison that winter revealed that none of the 
animals had been exposed to the bacteria. 


There have been several reproductive failures documented by Dr. Thomas Roffe and his 
collaboraiors during the past several years which may or may not be attributable to B. abortus. 
These events arc summarized below: 


1. In the spring of 1996 a cow bison was shot inside of Yellowstone Park due to the 
presence of a “retained placenta."” This animal was estimated to be 3-5 years old and was in 
poor condition. No fetus or calf was found in association with this cow. B, abortus was cultured 
from samples taken of the placenta and other tissues from this animal. 


Some scientists, however, are skeptical of the results of the bacteriology: examination duc 
to the determination that B. aboriys was too numerous to count in samples from the intestine, and 
have suggested that these results possibly reflect infection with Y orsinia imtercolytica. # 
bacterium which is remarkably similar in appearance to B, abortus (pers. comm. with Dr. 
Margaret Meyer). Other scientists have suggested that the presence of such a large amount of B, 
abortus in the intestine may indicate that the mother consumed her infected fetus or the birthing 


” There was considerable disagreement over whether what was observed was indeed a 
retained placenta caused by brucellosis. Apparently, upon external examination the placental 
materia! appeared perfectly normal and healthy, not diseased. 
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amenais. Even this possibility is controversial, since some question whether the bacteria could 
have survived the digestive process. 


Given the evidence, it is difficult to conclusively prove that this cow suffered an abortion 
or if she did, that the abortion was caused by B. aborius Another possible explanation for this 
event is that the cow could have given birth to a weak calf who either died soon after birth or was 


killed by predators 


2. Also in the spring of 1996 a atiliborm calf was discovered in Yellowstone Park near 
Gardiner, Montana. Through cxamination it was determined that this calf had taken al least one 
breath prior to death (pers. comm. with Dr. Thomas Roffe) Blood and tissue samples from the 
calf were positive for B, abortus. The mother bison could not be identified and therefore no 
samples could be taken nor could her physical condition be assessed. This evidence would 
suggest that the calf was born to an infectious mother and that the calf and/or the birthing 
materials could have represented a potential vector of transmission. This ¢veni was pol ap 
abortion and the evidence does not allow a cunclusive determination thet this event was 
attributable to B. abortus. 


3. In the spring of 1997, two pregnant bison who had been radio-collared and fitted with 
vaginal transmitters failed to produce calves. h was determined (iat these animals had expelled 
the va, mal transmitters suggesting either an abortive event or the birth of a viable or non-viable 
calf wu was subsequently taken by predators. The delay in locating the transmitters prevents 
any Jefmiuye delenuinauon of aboruons. 


The location of the transmitter allowed for the identification of the abortion/birth site. 
Samples of vegetation and soils were taken and are presently being analyzed for evidence of B, 
abortus (pers. comm. Dr. Thomas Roffe). Even if these samples are determined to be culture 
positive for B. abortus, this is aot conclusive evidence of an abortion particularly given the fact 
that there exist seropositive and culture positive cows who have given birth to viable calves 
(pers. comm. with Dr. Thomas Roffe). Nor is it possible, given the evidence, to conclude that 
these incidents were attributable to B. abortus. 


Moreover, given the severity of the 1996/97 winter, it is possible that nuiritionc! 


deprivation, stress, and other consequences of the severe and prolonged winter may be 
responsible for any and all reproductive failures in bison in the GYA documented that winter. 


Season: There are two potential routes of bacteria transmission, direct and indirect. Direct 
transmission is through susceptible animal contact with an infected fetus, infected birthing 
materials, or an infected live calf (Nicoletti, 1980). Indirect transmission is through contact with 
forage contaminated from a previous abortion or birth event (ig.). 
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For direct wansmussion to occur, cattle and bison have to share a common range between 
January and mid-June (from when aboruons may theoretically occur through the birthing season). 
Such spatial and temporal overlap would permit cattle to be exposed to a contaminated aborted 
fetus, birthing materials, or, though improbable, a live calf if a birthing event were to occur. 
Durning the remainder «. the year, July trough December, if bison and cattle occupied the same 
range the risk of transmission is extremely remote since abortions or births are not likely to 
occur. 


In the West Yellowstone, Montana area where over 400 bison were killed this past 
winter, direct transmission of the bacteria is impossible except from approximately June | io the 
end of the bison birthing season, assuming bison give birth outsede of the Park. The deep snows 
and cold temperatures common to this area in winter are not conducive to grazing cattle either on 
private or public grazing lands. The U.S Foresi Service grazing allotmeat permits specify thai 
cattle must be removed from allouments no later than October 15 and cannot be returned until 
June 15. Simularly, producers who run cattle on private land in the area generally remove their 
animals by November | of each year and do not return the animals to the range until June |. 


Even if cattle and bison overlap occurred between June | and June 15, and assuming 
bison were to give birth on range shared with cattle, direct transmassion is still extremely unlikely 
due to the protective bond between bison mothers and their calves and because bison may 
consume the placenta and other reproductive material associated with birth (pers. comm with Dr. 
Thomas Roffe). 


Indirect transmission is possible even if the range of bison and cattle does not overiap 
either temporally or spatially However, the likelihood of such transmission is based on a 
sumber of factors, including the ability of the bacteria to persist in a sufficient amount to cause 
infection in a susceptible anumal. 


Pemmistence of an infective dose of the bacteria Indirect tranainission requires that the 
bacteria persist in the enviroamemt and thai a susceptible animal comes into contact with an 
infective dose of the bacteria. The persistence of the B. abortus bacterna has, and continues to be, 
the suhject of study. Past studies have determined that the B, abortus organism can survive for 
variable amounts of time depending on the substrate aad environmental condivons (ggg, for 
example, Cameron 1932, Kuzdas and Morse 1954). 


In addition to these studies, ongoing studies into the persistence of the bacteria in the 
GYA are being conducted by various researchers. 


Drs. Elizabeth Williams and Wah Cook of the Wyoming State Veterinary Laboratory are 
engaged in two stadies relevant to this question. The first study is designed to estimate the 
average number of days a carcass may survive under natural -onditions. To assess this survival 
rate, bacteria free domestic calf carcasses were placed on elk feedgrounds and in several 
locations within GTNP. These locations were checked regulurly to detect carcass presence or 
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absence and to record any wildlife sign (i.¢.,, tracks) in and around the carcasses (pers. comm. 
with Dr. Ehzabeth Williams). The average length of survival of the carcasses was 8-9 days on 
both the feedgrounds and in GTNP. In addition, the presence of both elk and bison was 
documented near the carcasses suggesting that these animals demonstrated an interest in the 
carcass (pers. comm. with Dr. Elizabeth Williams). This study design, however, does aot 
entirely emulate natural conditions since the natural dynamic between predators and prey was not 
recreated when the carcasses were distributed in the field. 


Their second study is designed to assess the persistence of the bacteria under changing 
environmental conditions. To assess persistence undes changing conaitions, cattle fetuses were 
doused and injected with the RBS! bacteria” and plac.d on metal trays which had been covered 
with soil. These trays were then placed inside of cages in a controlled environment near the 
Veterinary Laboratory in Cheyenne, WY. The cages were placed imto the environment over the 
course of several weeks during winter and spring to assess the changes in persistence as 
environmental conditions change. By doing this the researchers simulated abortion or birth 
events that may occur over several weeks to several months. Samples of the fetuses and the soil 
underneath the fetuses were Laken regularly and subjected to analysis. 


Preliminary results of this research demonstrate that the 8, abortus bacteria is remarkably 
hardy and persistent when the temperature is cold, but its ability to persist declines relatively 
rapidly (2-3 weeks) as the temperature increases (pers. comm. with Dy. Elizabeth Williams).” 


ht is important to note that these results may not be indicative of what would happen 
under natural conditions. First, the environmental and climatic conditions in Cheyenne, WY and 
YNP/GTNP are not identical. 


Second, it is unlikely that « fetus or carcass would survive for several weeks under natural 
conditions due to the preseace of predators and scavengers. In the GY A these animals ensure 
that any fetus or birthing maternal left by the mother will be quickly removed from the 
environmen thereby substantially reducing the likelihood of interspecific bacteria transmission. 
Moreover, there 1s evidence to suggest that elk and bison may also consume the reproductive 
materials -- including the aborted fetus in some cases -- associated with an abortion or birthing 
event (Thorne et al., 1978; Pers. Comm. with Dr. Thomas Roffe). By doing so, the amount of 
potentially infectious material in the environment is reduced which would, in turn, reduce the 


*The actual field strain could not be used in this study due to the fear of introducing the 
bacteria into the environment. Preliminary laboratory studies comparing the persistence of field 
strain, Strain 19, and RBS! indicated that RBS! would be an acceptable model in lieu of field 
strain. 


In addition to its inability to persist for an extended period of time in warm weather, 
after several days exposed to the elements the carcass became so rancid and malodorous that it is 
unlikely that an elk, bison, or domestic cow would lick or nuzzie it thereby preventing exposure. 
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transmission risk. 


Third, the soi! samples taken in the study were from soil that had been placed on the tray 
and which had been covered by the foeti. The lack of exposure to the elements, particularly 
sunlight, may affect the ability of the bacteria to persist. Under natural conditions where the 
carcass would likely be removed relatively rapidly, any bacteria remaining in the soil would be 
exposed to the elements and would be subject to microbial activities common in soil. 


Furthermore, if the carcass were removed, and the bacteria remained only in the soil, 
unless the soil happened to be associated with some type of mineral lick, it is unlikely that a 
bison, elk, or domestic cow is going to be exposed to the bactena through the consumption of 
soil, thus reducing the likelihood of exposure. 


Therefore, the only likely source of indirect wansmission is through consumption of 
contaminated forage. The study conducted by Drs. Williams and Cook was not designed to 
assess the persistence of the bacteria on vegetation. However, sampling done by Drs. Roffe and 
Aune at bison birthing sites in YNP has included sampling of the vegetation and the soil. Ai two 
sites from which samples were taken in 1996, the bacteria persisted for 14 and 18 days until the 
sites were flooded (pers. comm. with Dr. Thomas Roffe). It is not known, however, whether the 
duration of bacteria persisience was limited to the soi! samples, vegetation samples, or both. 


Even if the bacteria were to persist on vegetation, that forage would have to be consumed 
by a susceptible animal for transmission to occur. Depending on the size of the allouneat, the 
probability of cattle coming into contact with contaminated forage is remote. The persistence of 
the bacteria on vegetation, however, is likely to be limited because vegetation is more susceptible 
to heat and drying than is soil. 


The risk of consuming conraminated forage is influenced, and likely substantially 
reduced, by the differences betv een bison and cattle foraging ecology. In the Henry Mountains 
in Utah, for example, Van Viwea (1982) found that bison and cattle differed in their local 
distribution with cattle grazing on gentle slopes near water while bison roamed more widely and 
grazed on steep slopes, far from water, or both. 


While the ability of the beciena to persist under changing environmental conditions is 
important, the amount of bacteria that persists is also critical in determining what risk, if any, is 
posed by indirect transmission. The limited research done in YNP on this topic is, to the best of 
my knowledge, not designed assess the «mount of bacteria persisting but simply to assess the 
duration of persistence. The experiments being conducted by Dr. Williams and Mr. Cook, 
however, include a determination » ine amount of bacteria persisting over time. The preliminary 
results suggest that, as the temperaure increases, the amount of bacteria persisting decreases 
relatively rapidly (pers. comm. with Dr. Elizabeth Williams). | am not, however, aware of the 
exact amount of bacteria which persisted over time ox whether this is larger or smaller than the 
standard infective dose for domestic cattle. 


I ' {tioning of li , blic and peivate lands in the GYA: 
The type and number of stock grazed on public and private lands in the GYA directly influence 
the theoretical risk and implications of bacteria transmission The smaller the number of 
susceptible domestic livestock maintained in the GY A, the less the theoretical risk of 
transmission because there would be fewer animals who could potentially become exposed to the 
bacteria. 


While reducing stock numbers on private land would require the cooperation of the land 
owner, conservation agreements or financial incentives could facilitate such a reduction. On 
public land grazing allotments, reducing the number of stock permitted on an allotment in order 
to minimize the risk of transmission is reasonable, feasible, and sensible. Closing allotments 
would provide an even greater reduction in the theoretical risk of bacteria transmission to 
domestic livestock on public lands. 


The type of stock maintained on private or public grazing lands does not affect the 
theoretical risk of bacteria transmission to those animals, but the regulatory and financial 
implications of transmission, were it to occur, would be inconsequential. if sicers or spayed 
cows were stocked, for example, the theoretical risk of bacteria transmission would remain, but if 
such transmission were to occur, the implications to the producer and the State would be minimal 
since these anirpals are neutered and destined for slaughter -- making them incapable of 
transmitting the bacteria to other animals. 


While modifying the type of stock on an allotment may be useful to reduce the 
implications of transmission, it does not completely eliminate the theoretical potential for 
transmission unless the stocking dates were appropriately modified. By altering stocking dates to 
permit cattle to be restocked on public lands later in the summer after the bison birthing season. 
any risk of direct and indirect bacteria transmission to susceptible livestock would be virtually 
eliminated. 


Risk Analysis: By using the estimates provided above and some assumptions, the number 
of potentially infectious bison who may emigrate from the Park and pose a theoretical risk of 


transmission can be calculated as follows: 

Variable Low Estimate High Estimate 
# of adult female bison in population 490 1100 
% of adult bison pregnant 52% 15% 

% of pregnant bison who emigrate from YNP (assmpt) 25% 50% 

% of pregnant bison seropositive 48% 83% 

% of pregnant bison cukure positive 8% 13% 

% of pregnant infectious bison (assumption) 1% 10% 
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Total @ of infectious Female Bison Outside YNP 02 44 


As this simplistic, but useful analysis indicates, the oumber of infectious female bison 
who emigrate from YNP during a pariculas year is next to zero. The actual risk of these animals 
transmitting the bacteria is extremely remote because few if any of these animals will abort or 
give birth outside of the Park. In addition, the other factors which influence the risk of 
transmission (i.¢., vaccination of cattle, type of stock, birthing behaviors, presence of predators 
and scavengers) will further reduce this risk. Considering this evidence, it ts impossible to justify 
the continuation of the current interim plan or the implementation of any of the alternatives 
evaluated in the DEIS. 


The agencies have simply not disclosed all of the relevant information regarding the 
perceived risk of bacteria transmission between bison and cattle. If they had, it would be, as it is 
above, abundantly clear that the risk 1s immeasurable and that the agen. :¢s efforts to destroy 
Yellowstone bison must cease. The agencies must provide a far more comprehensive and 
extensive analysis of these issues in a new DEIS or a supplemeni to the existing DEIS. 


& The DEIS Fails to Disclose How Yellowstone Bison Would be Managed in Montana or 
the Environmental Consequences of Such Management. 


NEPA requires federal agencies to fully disclose all relevant information about their 
proposed actions, and alternatives to that action. In this case, since Montana is a cooperator in 
the NEPA process, and because the DEIS is intended to satisfy the requirement of the Montana 
Environmental Policy Act (MEPA), these same standards apply to Montana. In addition, NEPA 
and MEPA require the agencies to comprehensively evaluate the environmental consequences of 
their proposed actions and alternatives in the DEIS. The purpose of full disclosure and 
comprehensive evaluation is to ensure that the decision-makers and the public fully understand 
the management strategies being proposed and the environmental implications of each. 
Presumably, these requirements ensure that the agencies are fully informed about the need and 
consequences for its actions before rendering a decision. 


In this case, in blatant violation of NEPA and MEPA, the agencies have failed to 
specifically disclose how Yellowstone bisoo will be managed in Montana. Each alternative 
provides similar management options (i.c, capture and slaughter, hunting, agency shooting, 
quarantine, vaccination, establishment of Special Areas), but which option or which 
combination of options, if any, will be selected for bison in Montana is left entirely up to the 
discretion of the State.” 


“The DEIS contends that Montana must approve the creation of an SMA as required by 
law, but fails to identify the relevant law. A careful review of Montana laws relevant to the 
management of livestoct., disease control and eradication, and brucellosis fails to reveal any law 
which requires such a decision. The relevant law and its requirements should be delineated in 
the DEIS. 


n 


47) 


In other words, regardless of what opdons are evaluated in the DEIS for bison 
manageinent in Montana, the State of Montana is provided with the ultumate authority 10 veto 
every option and implement its own program. For example, each alternative, except alternative 
5, permuts limited bison emigration outside of YNP into Special Management Areas. As writien, 
however, Montana is under absolutely no obligation to agree to the establishment of SMAs and 
could decide thai SMAs are not acceptable and refuse to permit their creation. 


Indeed, the available evidence suggests that Moatana is not supportive of the creation of 
SMAs for bison, or for that matter, taking any proactive steps to provide habitat for bison to 
utilize outside of YNP. In 1997, the State Veterinarian of Idaho, who also is the Second 
President Elect of the United States Animal Health As* ation, a pseudo- governmental 
organization comprised of state and federal livestock .. «th officials and private producers who 
have substantial interest and influence over bison management decisions by Montana, informed 
Montana that if it agreed to permit bison to emigrate outside of YNP onto SMA then Idaho 
would place sanctions on Montana's cattle. Given Montana's apparent uawillingness to defend 
itself from these illegal and unwarranted attacks against its own producers,”’ and that there is no 
credible evidence to suggest that certain State Veterinarians intend to back off from this position, 
there is n0 reason to believe that Montana intends to agree to the creation and operations of 
SMA's outside the Park. 


Evea if Montana were to agree to establish one or more SMAs, the DEIS permits 
" wtana to dictate how, when, where, and under what circumstances bison would be permitiod 
coupy the SMA. Thus, there is no guarantee that bison will receive any substantive 
protection in Montana even if an SMA were established. 


For example, though the federal agencies have proposed that “low risk” bison could be 


During the winter of 1994/95, for example, 5 states imposed sanctions on Montana's 
cattle. Neither Montana's State Veterinarian or Governor made any known attempt to challenge 
these sanctions or even to request that those siates reconsider their sanctions. This lack of 
response, which is seemingly incoasistent with the responsibility of the State Veterinarian and 
Governor to protect the economic interests of Montana and its livestock producers, was, based on 
the circumstantial evidence, because the State Veterinarian at the time had directly or indirectly 
requested that sanctions be placed on Montana's cattle in order to increase the pressure on the 
NPS to increase its efforts to eradicate Brucella aborws in Yellowstone bison and to provide a 
powerful tool to lobby the state legislature to pass a bill (pending at the time) which would 
transfer pnmary bison management authority from the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, 
and Parks to the Montana Department of Livestock. The bill was ultimately passed and the 
sanctions were ultimately rescinded by the states. 


A “tow risk” bison is defined as “those bison that do not present a significant risk of 
transferring brucellosis to livestock through environmental contamination -- bulls, yearlings, 
calves, and postparturient female bison that have live calves end have totally passed all birth 
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permiited to occupy the SMA's under Alternative 7, there is no guaranice that Montana will 
accept this classification. Indeed. as evidenced in the DEIS, even though APHIS assured 
Montana that its acceptance of the “low nsk - high nsk” definition would not endanger its 
brucellosis- free status, Montana still reyected this classificauion system because the federal 
agencies could provide ao guarantee that the other states would hovar these designations To 
date, there is no credible evidence to demonstrate that Montana intends to modify its position oa 
this matter. Consequently, Montana could theoretically agrec to the establishment of an SMA 
but only permit, as is consistent with it: current position, tested bison to use and occupy the 
SMA. 


Even if protecuon were guaranteed, how many bison would be provided such protection 
and bow would those bison be determi ed? These issues must be addressed if the agencies 
intend to honestly disclose and evaluate the enviroumenta! impacts of the bison management 
program. Moreover, since the umpacis we vanable depending on the management siraicgy 
implemented, the management! strategic s must be as specific as possible to facilitate 
environmental impact analysis. For example, If Montana were to establish an SMA and permit 11 
to be occupied by 100 bison the direct. indirect, and cumulative impacts associated with that 
decision would be different than the impacts associated with a management goal of 200 or 10. 


Indeed, by providing Momtana complete discretion to establish bison management 
policies outside of *he Park, it could implement any number or combination of policies. lt could 
decide that only tested buil bison will b> permitted outside the Park. It could limit the range of 
the bison outside of the Park by establishing SMAs much smaiier than those proposed. ft could 
permit a limited aumber of tested and untested bison outside the Park and then ensure that each 1s 
taken by a hunter. Or, it could enforce 4 zero-tolerance policy for bison outside of the Park, 
using capture, slaughter, and bullets to create an invisible fence around YNP 


The failure of the agencies to specify how bison will be managed in Montana, or how 
many bison will be permitted in Montana, or the circumstances under bison will be permitted in 
the State makes it impossible for the public to understand the fate of Yellowstone's bison once 
they emigrate into Montana. Without a clear picture of how bison will be managed in Montana, 
the environmental consequences are un cnowe. Without understanding whai the environmental 
consequences are, the public is unable to submit informed and substantive comments on any of 
the alternatives. It is impossible to cormment on the environmental impacts of discretion. 


membranes.” All other bison, namely pregnant bison, are defined as “high risk.” DEIS a 369. 
The federal agencies developed this classification system in the fall of 1997 in response to the 
excessive and unexpected slaughter of bison during the winter of 1996/97. The intent of the split 
classification was to prevent the slaughter of bison who pose a “low” risk of transmitting the 
bacteria to prevent a repeat of the 1996/97 tragedy. While The Fund concurs with this low risk 
classification -- a distinction which The Fund had suggested to the agencies in fall 1996 — in 
reality, low risk animals, as defined, pose no risk of bacteria transmission, while so-called high 
sk animals -- pregnant females — pose no measurable risk of transmission. 


Aq 


NEPA is not intended to be a gusssing-game; that is the public should not be required to 
guess what an agency iateads to do and then to base its comments on that guess. That is 
precisely what the agencies are asking the public to do in this case. Will Montana agree to the 
establishment of SMAs, or not? Will Montana agree to the establishment of a quaranune facility 
within its borders, or not? Will Montana agree to the definition of low risk bison, or aot? If the 
proposed alternative is adopted and the population is nearing 1700 animals, will Montana reduce 
or eliminate its reliance on lethal control, or not? There are no answers to these questions in the 
DEIS. Montana may agree to all of these things, or it may aot. The DEES illegally omits such 
crucial information preventing the public from understanding or evaluating the eaviroameutal 
impacts of bison management outside of ‘YNP 


E De DBIS Fails 0 Pully Disclose all Relevant Information. Substantiate the Infomation. 
ox Properly Evaluate the Envirosumental impacts of its Proposed Actions on the 
Yellowstone Bison Population: 


The bulk of the information in the DEIS regarding Yellowstone's bison includes some 
brological data, historical information, « limited discussion of ecological information (i.¢., habitat 
use, movements, distribution), and population data. Though clearly warranted and required, very 
litte information is provided about behavioral information, social dynamics of the bison herd, 
and the age and sex structure of the herd. 


Similarty, the discussion of the environmental consequeaces of the alternatives to the 
bason population is also limited. This discussion includes an assessment of seroprevalence rates 
and how these rates will change under Uve various alternatives, 2 summary of impects to the free- 
ranging status and distribution of bison, an assessment of potential stochastic perturbations to the 
population, but, the majority of the analysis is focused on the impacts of each alternative on 
bison pumbers. While this exercise in rnathematics may be required as part of the analysis, it by 
80 means should constitute the bulk of the analysis. There is far more to the Yellowstone bisoa 
population than simply the number of animals who inhabit the Park. 


Bison are highly gregarious, nor vadic, and sentient animals. Like all animals with a 
ceatral pervous system, bison are able to experience pain and suffering from physical harm, and 
there is absolutely no credible evidence to suggest that they are not also able to experience fear, 
joy, sadness, and other emotions. The agencies have neglected to consi. impacts to the 
physical and psychological well-being of bison, because the agencies are either unwilling to 
accept, or unwilling to admit, that non-tuman animals are capable of such emotions and/or that 
the consideration of these impacts is legitimate. 


Specifically, the agencies have r eglected to consider the impact of their alternatives on 2 
number of important factors, including: 


Impacts on the Individual: The analysis in the DEIS is focused at the population level, 
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with no reference made to the individual animals While it is common place in &. dlife 
Management to only (uous on the popul dion of animals, except in the case of critically 
endangered species, in this case considering the enormous publi controversy associated with (lus 
issue and the large number of pemons «ho do hold « moralistic humanistic attitude towards 
animals. the agencies should evaluate the impacts of the alternatives on individual bison 


In particular, deapite the agencies assurances of the humane ireatment of bison subject to 
capture, Lranaport, and quarantine. the rality is that many of the alternatives will increase the 
ammount of pain and suffering eaperienond by individual animals as a result of human exploitation 
and manipulation Any altemative which includes » captors. test, and slaughter option will as 
the evidence demonstrate, result in an increased risk of injury and mortality to individual bison 
compared to those who are not subject to capture Mortality may be the reeull of increased stress 
arc! (rauma associated with capture (cagdure myopathy © may be «aused by wounds received 
during capture of transport Ln evther case. the individual animal may capenence considerable 
pain and suffering before succumbing ) (hese inyunes Capture and slaughter ciay also resull un 
the separation of mother and calf This impact. in and of swell, may result in increased stress and 
trauma to both (he mother and call 


lanpast on the Social Dynamics of the Lierd Bison are social animals Except for some 
large. mature bulls, bison tend to travel in groups. While the dynamics of the group, including 
gro ‘legiance, may not be well unde stood, there is a social dynamic which affects bison 
beh. distribution, movements, ei The agencies have failed to recognize the social 
structure of Yellowstone's bison herd or to evaluate its significance to the population More 
importantly, the DETS provides no anal sis of the potential adverse impacts of each aliemative on 
this soceal structure of the population o: individual bison groups within the populauion 


The removal of a large number of mature adult females, for example, may adversely 
impact herd of group knowledge and fnicture the social structure of the herd or group. A loss of 
herd know ledge could influence the movements, distribution, and ultimately the survival of the 
remaining group members Older, femule bison generally have knowledge of winter feeding 
sites, for example, which may be of great importance for group survival during a particularly 
‘arsh winter If this knowledge is rem« ved from the population, the surviving anumnals may not 

ave the requisite experience or knowledge to ensure survival of themselves or the herd 


lapact.on the Sex and Age Sun cue of tbe Bison Population The DEIS provides some 
estimates of the current sex and age structure of the population. These estimates are based on the 


bison killing program, however, so their accuracy is questionable. In reality, the NPS has very 
litte accurate date on the sex and age siructure of the existing herd nor can it evaluate, with any 
legitimacy, how previous management actions have affected the age structure and sex ravio in the 
population. These characteristics of any animal populavon are critically important in 
determining the health and viability of ihe species. A population which is comprised pnmarily of 
older-aged animals will not be as productive as a population which has a younger age structure 
Similarly, a population which is primarily male will not have the productivity of a population 


% 


equally split between males and female, The DEIS fails, however, in providing any analysis of 
the impacts of each alternative on this i ge structure and wea ratio and how they may affect 
mology and ecology of the herd 


Iypast on the Genel. Biological and beolwmical Viabiliy of ibe Herd One of the 
criteria adopted by the agencies to asses the adequacy of prospective allernatives mandates the 
preservation Of a genetically, bhologically, and ecologically viable herd The DhIS, however, 
fails to provide any substanuve discuss on of what constitutes such a herd lis genetic analysis ts 
entirely deficient in that the agencies provide no valid evidence to substantiate thew claim that 
the Yellowstone herd could be reduced to less than 600 animals without adverse genetic impacts 
No data or discussion is provided on th: crtena which determune biological or ecological 
Viability preventing the publi from undentanding hese concepts, how these concepts are 
interpreted and defined, and how the different alternatives will impact, beneficially of adversely, 
the biological of ecological viability of the herd 


Finally, the DCIS fails to provice a scientific basis for the establishment of limits on the 
bison population herd size or so-called carrying capacities on lands outside of the Park. Since 
these arbitrary limits will substantially ofluence the number of bison hunted, captured, shot, or 
otherwise removed from the ecosystem, some analysis of their ongins and impacts must be 
considered 


hor example, each alternative except Alternative 5, only 100-200 bison will be 
permitted to occupy the Fagle Creek/Boar Crock SMA while only 50-100 will be authorized in 
the western SMA These limits on population use of these areas have never been disclosed or 
evaluated before in any previous pl ig/management document. At best, they are arbiirary 
numbers selected by the agencies to provide some cap on the number of bison potentially 
permitted to range outside of the Park The DEIS claims that these numbers reflect the total 
number of bison that these areas are abe to support during the winter, but fails to substantiate 
these claims Surely the agencies, particularly the U.S. Forest Service, has engaged in some 
exercise, other than simply pulling a number out of a hat, to estimate these so-called carrying 
capacities The scientific evidence used in this exercise, which would presumably include data 
08 vegetation production, abundance, composition, habitat use by bison and other species, and 
species-specific dietary characteristics, must be disclosed so that the public can understand and 
verify the suitability of these arbitrary end self-serving limits on the number of bison who will be 
permitied outside of the Park regardies:. of what alternative is selected 


Furthermore, in regards to the agencies’ preferred Alternative (Alternative 7), some 
segitimate basis most be provided to su ystantiate the proposal to maintain the population between 
1,700 and 2,500 animals. Other than the agencies’ arbitrary decision to agree to a cap on the size 
of the bison population within the project area, there appears to be no scientific basis or 
justification for this limit. Again, at be st, this limit appears to be entirely arbitrary; a range of 
numbers plucked from thin air which the agencies must believe satisfies their imentions of 
protecting a wild, free-ranging herd of ‘ellowstone bison, protecting a genetically, biologically, 
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and ecologically viable bison populaticn, while aloo protecting Montana's cattle Scrontlic 
evidence, including any data to substantiate that the so-called carrying capacity of the project area 
is Limited to a bison population not larper than 2,500 animals must be disclosed and evaluated in 
the DEIS. Hf, as The Fund and DI, wm ect there is no such evidence then the arbitrary population 
cap must be removed from further disc ussion 


As the foregoing evidence deny matrates, sunply estimating how many bison are likely to 
survive as the result of each altematives does not adequately assess the environmental impact of 
the proposed progect on Yellowstone's bison. A far more comprehensive and extensive analysis 
of all direct, indirect, and cumulative iinpacts 1s required 


U. The DLIS Vailas to Properly Dis lose and Accusately Byaluaic ihe Role of the U.S. Forest 
berice in Managing and Coot lug Cuitle wad Wildlile Management on its Lands 
Adumwcni.lo Ycliowstone Nauoal Park 


As previously mentioned, the C BIS is blatantly biased in favor of cattle over bison. This 
bie 18 NO More clearly demonstrated than in the agencies decision not to modify any grazing 
opere' tons to Increase protection for bivon of reduce the already remote risk of bactena 
rans sion Indeed, the agencies actually claim that public land grazing issues are “beyond the 
scope of this environmenta! impact statement” DEIS at 46, even though catile grazing is the sole 
reason \hy this controversy exists. The only mechanisms provided in the DEIS which could 
affect ceitle producers in the region is through the acquisiman of private lands, purchase of 
conserv) on easements, or the modification of cattle management practices on public allotments 
and’, ate lands. The DIS does not mandate any of these changes, preferring to make them 

vtrely voluntary and subject to just compensation for the producer 


The Fund and Ell support the acquisition of additional habitat for bison winter range, Une 
purcha of conservation easements to benefit bison, and fay compensation to private land 
ranchers wiw agree to modify or elimir ate their cattle operations to provide additional range for 
bison In addition to providing additional habitat, such programs would theoretcally reduce the 
already insignificant risk of bacteria transmission from bison to cattle even further. According 
to the data presented in the DisIS, these proposals could affect several hundred cow-calf pains 
that are grazed on private lands near th: western and northern borders of YNP 


To make these proposals more meaningful, however, the agencies must do more than 
simply propose these actions but actually guarantee and mandate, in a meaningful and legally 
binding manner, that the agencies will -ooperatively and aggressively seek to acquire the lands, 
easements, or other agreements from the private producers within a specified penod of ime As 
currenUy written, there is no absolute mandate that the agencies follow through with the 
proposed actions to obtain additional » inter babitat for bison nor is there any absolute time 
period within which the agencies wouk! act to accomplish these objectives Considering the 
existing dispute hetween the federal agencies and the State of Montana over the proposed land 
deal involving the Church Universal and Triumphant, Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation, and the 


Mi 


U.S. Forest Service, there is little guarintee that the agencies will cooperate in the fulure on such 
mations given (het distinct and conflicting agendas 


Though just compensation for cattle producers using private lands outside of YNP is 
appropriate, for thowe grazing cattle on public land allotments changes in cattle management 
practiogs must he mandatory, not volutary, and no compensation should be provided. Publi 
grazing allooments within the project a ea are controlled entirely by the US Korest Service " 
According to the DEUS, there are 12 allotments within the project area containing 926 cow cal! 
pairs during all or part of the year DEES at 158. Instead of mandating changes, including the 
outright climination of these grazing allotments, (0 grazing practices on public lands, the 
agencies, in order to destroy bison whi ¢ protecting cattle, have proposed to seek tw acquire title 
to these allotments, purchase conservation easements, oF modify grazing operations only if 
agreed to voluntarily by the permitiees Not only is this unacceptable as a practical matier, hut 1! 
is also entirely inconsistent with the authority granted to the US. Forest Service to manage 
grazing on public lands 


Cattle grazing on public lands |ws been a matior of substantial controversy for decades 
These practices have, in many cases, resulted in considerable impacts to western rangelands as a 
result of overgrazing, excessive anc tong cerm damage to riparian areas, and soil compaction In 
turn, these impacts have adversely affe “ted protected species, fish habitat, the productivity and 
suitability of the land as wildlife habitet, and public use and enjoyment of these areas [To make 
matters worse, livesiock grazing on pulrlic lands is a form of welfare for cowboys by charging 
substantially less per Animal Unit Mor th on public lands compared to private lands in addition 
wo displacing wildlife or reducing wildlife use of grazing allotments, these practices have also 
resulted in substantial indirect impact on wildlife through, for instance, anima! damage control 
Operations intended to eliminate predators on public lands to benefit the wellare rancher. In the 
Cireater Yellowstone Ecosystem, the bison, wol!, grizzly bear and other species have also been 
directly and indirectly the victims of the public lands grazing system and the incompetence of the 
agency administering the program: the U.S. Forest Service Over | 000 bison, for example, have 
been killed on Forest Service lands -- ¢ wblic lands -- since 1985 solely to reduce the perceived 
risk of bacteria Wansmission from bison to cattle 


The DEIS fails to property disc ose the authority of the USFS over wildlife or cattle 
grazing. or to consider that authority in delineating mandatory changes to catle grazing on public 
allotments (i.¢., closure of allotments, modification of stocking dates, required vaccination, 
modification of stock types, etc.) to benefit Yellowstone's wildlife and to reduce the already 


"The DEIS states that “The U.S. Forest Service is the federal agency with authority for 
managing habitat on the national forests. ft is responsible for ecological conditions, and as such, 
makes jurisdictional decisions as to when livestock grazing allotments need modification of 
stocking rates to give preference to nat) ve anima) species over domestic livestock." DEIS at 233 
The USPS also has the authority to clove grazing allotments if in the public interest and the best 
interest of the rangeland or wildlife 
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ingnificant risk of bacteria (ranamissi mm beiween bisom and «atile 


In this case, the US Forest Service and, specifically the Gallatin National Forest, has 
comsistently and conveniently ducked (1 avoided any responsibility for the tragic and unnecessary 
slaugiter of Yellowstone's bison Moc atinues to claim that it has a0 responsibility for the 
management of Yellowstone bison on ts lands because its role is in the management of habitat 
while the state wildlife agencies is “lar rely” responsible for managing the wildlife DELS at 40 
in other words, the Forest Service clait ws to have virtually po authorty over the management of 
wildlife, except federally protected spe cies. on its lands This interpretation is in error 


The USPS typically claims that it is responsible for habitat management while the state is 
responsible for wildlife management on National Forest land While this has been the practice, 
this ts Rot entirely consistent with Congressional intent. Although laws governing USPS 
activities require, in most cases, multiple use management and provide for states to play a role in 
wildlife management on National Pore ss, there is no law which authorizes the USFS to entirely 
concede all wildlife management auth rity to the states While Congress intended the states to 
play a role, even a significant role, in defining wildlife management practices on National 
Forests, it did not intend, despite the a tions of the USPS, to completely nid the USPS of 
authority to manage wildlife on its lance Through this authority, the USPS can call into 
question, and even prohibit, certain wildlife management strategies imposed by the State either 
with cooperation of the State of by issuing closure order to prohibit an activity from an area 


The National Forest Manageme mi Act requires, for example. the USFS to maintain a 
viable population of native wildlife on its lands. If the states had complete authority over 
wildlife on National Forests then this mgulation would seemingly be irrelevant because the USFS 
would have no authority to ensure that a viable population would be maintained Moreover, 
despite this legal requirement, the USI'S has consistently violated this law by allowing Montana 
to kill nearly all bison who emigrate or to USPS lands. The few bison who remain do not 
constitute a viable population 


These statutes, regulations, and policies demonstrate quite clearly that the USPS ts 
responsible, at least in part, for wildlife management on its lands and that it has complete 
authority to control, regulate, and even prohibit livestock grazing activities on grazing allotments 
The DEIS must disclose this information and reevaluate its consideration and analysis of cattle 
grazing on public lands in light of this nformation. The DEIS should not simply suggest that 
cattle graying practices on public lands be modified to reduce the perceived risk of bactena 
transmission, t should require that such changes occur Considering the authority that the USPS 
has over the management of public gracing allotments, eliminating or substantially modifying 
these allotments would appear to be both feasible and advisable. 


LL ~—s_ The DEUS Fails to Disclose ali Relevant Information About. or Properly Evaluate the 
lmpacts of Snowmobiles and Trail Grooming on Yellowstone Bison, 


7% | 


Two alternatives in the DELS (Alternatives 2 and |) propose to either close snowmobile 
trails to reduce bison emigration out of he Park of to conduct additional research into trai! 
Closures to determine if such closures should be used in the future By proposing these actions 
the agencies must subject snowmobile ise and trail grooming in YNP to review in the DEIS 
While the agencies concede that bison end other wildlife use the groomed trail system and that 
such use impacts wildlife movements, «isplaces wildlife, increases the energy efficiency of 
movements, may adversely impact griz, ly bears, alters behavior, effects productivity, and may 
result in mortality, DAIS at 285, 287, 2°'0, the DEIS does not subject snowmobiling or trail 
grooming to the required level of review of properly sterpret the significance of the impacts 
identified However, the DEIS does cc ncede that closing snowmobile trails “would ultimately 
furve more bison to eapenence the full oruat of natural processes, such as harsh winters and 
ongoing predation and competition, anc would maintain the population within the Range of 
1,700 and 3,500 animals.” DEIS a 73 


The agencies attempt to avoid such analysis by claiming that (hese impacts had previously 
been evaluated in a | 990 Winter Use Plan and kavironmental Assessment and that a new Winter 
Use DIS is under preparation Neither of these documents excuse the agencies from providing a 
more complete analysis of snowmobile and trail grooming impacts to wildlife, and particularly 
bison, in the conteat of the DEIS 


The 1990 Plan and EA, for exanyple, was woefully inadequate in evaluating the 
environmental impacts of snowmobilin ;, trail grooming, and winter recreation op Yellowstone's 
wildlife, air quality, and other Park users. The analysis it did provide was inaccurate. For 
example it Claims that bison use of gro med trails actually increases energy expenditures as a 
result of the bison on the groomed surfice fleeing from approaching snowmobiles. In reality, the 
stolid temperament of bison significant y reduces their flight response to approaching 
snowmobiles meaning that their use of rail allows the animals to save energy through the use of 
groomed snowmobile trails as travel routes. Additional deficiencies in the 1990 Winter Use 
Plan and EA are documented in Exhibit 6 


The Winter Use EIS is not completed and a draft of that document is not due until August 
1999. NEPA does not permit agencies to tier off of documents that are not completed 
Furthermore, NEPA does not permit ag oncies to downplay or disregard the environmental 
impacts of a particular issue based on future plans for more comprehensively evaluate these 
impacts. This is not to say that the analysis of snowmobiling and trail grooming in the DEIS 
must be as comprehensive or complete as what must be in the Winter Use EIS, but it certainly 
must be more exhaustive than what is presently provided 


The scientific evidence is clear, snowmobiles and groomed trails exert a considerable 
adverse impact on wildlife, including b son.’ The DEIS provides some analysis, albeit limited, 


“A comprehensive evaluation of the environmental and legal impacts of snowmobiling 
and trail grooming in YNP is provided in Exhibit 6. 
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of the environmental impacts of snowmobiles and groomed trails on bison and other wildlife in 
Yellowstone. lis conclusion, however, that there is scientific disagreement over the impact of 
ceasing grooming on YNP bison, DEIS at v, vi, however, appears to avoid the significant and 
pervasive adverse impacts that snowmobiles and groomed trails have had on wildlife and 
Yellowstone wildlife as documented in the literature by the Park Service's own experts and 
reports (See, Meagher 1993, Meagher et al, 1997, Caslick 1997). The agencies also attempt to 
downplay the significance of closing snowmobile trails in YNP by claiming that the 
displacement of Park snowmobilers to the surrounding National Forests lands could result in 
increased impacts to forest wildlife. DEIS at 287. This discussion, however, fails to disclose or 
recognize that the USFS has the legal authority, and an obligation, to restrict snowmobilers to 
groomed trails or to close entire areas in the Forest to protect wildlife and other resources 


Some may argue that these impacts are beneficial. For example, in Yellowstone bison 
who use the groomed trai! system not only expedite the ability to access alternative wintering 
sites inside and outside the Park, bul they save energy. Energy savings correspond to a decrease 


in winter kill, an increase in survival, and an increase in production. For all intents and purposes, 


groomed trails in Yellowstone intended to facilitate snowmobile use, have maximized the 
survival and production of bison. While more bison may be looked upon as beneficial by some, 
in Yellowstone more bison represents an adverse impact. Not only are the circumstances that 
maximized bison productivity entirely artificial and inconsistent with the NPS’ natural regulation 
mandate, but the more bison that live in Yellowstone the more bison that emigrate from the Park 
and end up shot, captured, and slaughtered 


Though the agencies are engaged in the development of a Winter Use EIS, that fact does 


*The National Academy of Sciences report on Brucellosis should also not be relied on by 
the agencies as a fair and objective analysis of the impacts of snowmobiles and groomed trails on 
Yellowstone bison. Not only does the principal author of that section of the report, Dr. Dale 
McCullough, co-author of Wildlife Management in the National Parks which calls into question 
the NPS natura) regulation policy, have an inherent bias against the natural regulation policy, but 
his analysis demonstrated his lack of knowledge about the uniqueness of the Yellowstone 
ecosystem and his inability to understand the complex interrelationship of groomed trails, 
bioenergetics, bison feeding ecology, and behavior in determining how groomed trails affect 
bison population size, movements, distribution, and habitat use. The NAS analysis contains a 
number of errors, including a failure to consider the historical relationship between bison 
population growth and changes in management strategies, the use of inaccurate population 
estimates for regression analysis, a failure to comprehensively evaluate the bioenergetic 
consequences of bison use of groomed trails, the failure to take into consideration the 
environmental anomaly created by the geyser basins, and the fact that no contro! group of 
animals exists or ever existed making it impossible to accurately assess the impact of groomed 
trails on bison population dynamics, movements, distribution, etc. An analysis of the 
deficiencies of the NAS analysis of this issue is provided in Exhibit 3. The agencies must 
consider hese arguments if they intend on referring to the NAS report analysis on this issuc. 
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not excuse the agencies trom having to provide a more comprehensive analysis of the 
snowmobile and (rail grooming issue in the context of the DEIS. The agencies clected, as they 
should have, to include a prohibition on the grooming of certain snowmobile trails to reduce 
bison enugration out of the Park in Alternauve 2. By doing so, the agencies are responsible for 
analyzing the inpacts of snowmobiles and groomed trails on bison The present analysis 
however, is entirely insufficient and must be substantially improved in a new DEIS of a 
supplement to the existing DEIS 


L The DEIS Fails to Properly Disclose or Evaluate the Role of the U.S. Department of 
Agnculture/Animal and Plant Health Inspecuion Service and Other States in the 
Management of Yellowstone Bison. 


The DEIS contains numerous statements subtly that APHIS has legal authority over free 
ranging wildlife. The suggestion, repeated multiple times in the DEIS, that APHIS has such legal 
authority is entirely inaccurate and misleading The agencies have consistently misied the 
public about APHIS’ authority in this controversy for nearly a decade, despite being told, both 
publicly and in prepared comments and correspondence, repeatedly by The Fund that APHIS’ 
lega! authority does not extend to free-ranging wildlife (Seg, July 17, 1997 Letter to Galvin -- 
Exhibit 7). Indeed, the agencies continue to disregard a federa) district court ruling in Parker 
Land and Cattle Company vy. United States in which the court clearly stated that APHIS’ 
regulations and policies do not apply to free ranging wildlife. 


The relevant statutory language provides APHIS with the authority to promulgate 
regulations to “prevent the introduction or dissemination of ... any contagious, infectious, or 
communicable disease of animals ... from one State ... to another,” 21 U.S.C. §111. APHIS has 
acted on this authority by adopting extensive regulations to contro! and eradicate brucellosis by 
creating different classifications for states based on the proportion of the states domestic 
livestock herds infected with brucellosis. A class-free state does not have any brucellosis in 
“cattle” or “domestic livestock.” 9 C.F.R. §78.1, thus, wildlife exposed to or infected with 
Brucella abortus cannot be grounds to deny a state brucellosis-free status. 


Montana was declared brucellosis free in 1985. lt would not have ever received this 
designation if the regulations apphed to free ranging wildlife because, at that time, it was known 
that both Yellowstone bison and elk harbored the Brucella abortus bacteria and that both species 
emigrated outside of Yellowstone Park. 


APHIS brucellosis rules/policies, contained in the Uniform Methods and Rules for 


“For example, the DEIS states that “therefore, it (APHIS) would not initiate a downgrade 
of Montana's class free status based on the mere presence of Yellowstone bison migrating out of 
the park into the SMAs in accordance with the selected bison plan.” DEIS at 58. In reality, it is 
irrelevant whether bison emigrate into Montana in accordance with a bison plan or not since 
APHIS has no legal authority over these animals. 
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Brucellosis Eradication, (()M&R) also do not apply to free ranging wildlife. The UM&k 
represents the minimal standards for brucellosis eradication agreed to by APHIS and the 
individual stailes The UM&R defines the Cooperative State- Federal Brucellosis Eradication 
Program as including “all of the activities associated with detecting, controlling, and eliminating 
brucellosis from domestic livestock in the United States. No provision in the UM&R provides 
APHIS with any authority over free-ranging wildlife 


The court in Parker Land and Cattle Company v. United States relied on the clear intent 
of the regulations and UMAR to find that “the regulations ... do not apply to wildlife” and that 
“the UM&R was intended to apply only to domestic livestock.” In that case, the U.S. Justice 
Department argued this very fact. Now, though the facts remain the same and Parker remains 
good law, the agencies have taken an entirely different position clarming that APHIS’ authority 
does indeed extend to free ranging wildlife. The agencies’ misinterpretation of APHIS’ authonty 
and applicable case law demonstrates to what extent the agencies will go to promote their efforts 
to implement management strategies that favor cattle over Yellowstone's bison and public 
opinion 


This purposeful deception of the public has served the interests of Montana and APHIS 
well. Montana, in the past, has repeatedly argued that it hau (o slaughter emigrating 
Yellowstone's bison because the mere presence of these animals in Montana could jeopardize 
Montana's bruceilosis-free status. Though APHIS officials have consistently admitted in private 
that the agency has no authority over free-ranging wildlife (Pers. Comm. with Patrick Collins, 
Dr. Valerie Regan), APHIS has never publicly condemned Montana or even attempted to inform 
Montana thai its propaganda and rhetoric were legally in error and were misleading to both the 
press and public. Indeed, APHIS has no reason to honestly and accurately delineate its authority, 
because its complicity with Montana in deceiving and misleading the public has provided 
Montana with a shield used to justify its annual slaughter of bison. Without this shield, Montana 
would find it far more difficult to justify its bison management policies. 


The mere fact that Yellowstone bison, including exposed and infected bison, emigrate 
outside of YNP does not provide APHIS with the legal authority to revoke or downgrade 
Moniana’s brucellosis-free status. The only legal grounds on which APHIS can justify a 
revocation or downgrade of a state's status is if infection is detected in domestic livestock. In 
practice in recent years, however, APHIS has not downgraded the status of a state based on one 
infected herd, but instead has required that two herds in the state be confirmed infected before 
any downgrade will occur. Recently, APHIS has proposed to amend its regulations to reflect its 
policy and practice. 63 FR 49670. 


The statements in the DEIS suggesting, despite all of the evidence to the contrary, that 
APHIS has legal authority over free ranging wildlife are inaccurate. This is not simply a minor 
oversight with minor consequences, since this inaccurate and entirely misleading information 
could have significantly influenced public comments on the DEIS. Indeed members of the 
public, particularly those persons who don’t have the time or wherewithal to research this issue, 


44 


Yh 3 


may concede that APHIS authority requires the hunting. shooting, slaughter, or removal of bison 
outside of YNP to protect Montana's brucellosis-free status when, in reality, no form of lethal 
control is required. Montana cannot and will not lose its bruceliosis-free status simply because 
one or more bison, even if they are exposed or uvfected, emigrate from YNP into Montana. The 
agencies Cannot simply brush this issue under the rug by clasming that they didn't mean to 
suggest that APHIS had authority that its doesn’t really have. The agencies must, either in a new 
DEIS of SEIS, concede that APHIS has no authonty over free ranging wildlife and reevaluate iis 
analysis of the issues and alternatives based on that fact. Conversely, if the agencies actually 
believe that APHIS has, despite the clear language of the statutes and regulations and the 
interpretauon of a federal court, authonty over wildlife, it must provide a comprehensive 
explanauion of this interpretation in a new DEIS or SEIS 


In addition to frequent references to the alleged authority of APHIS to downgrade 
Montana's brucellosis-free status, the DEIS also indicates that Yellowstone bison emigraung 
from the Park must be destroyed and controlled to prevent other states from imposing sanctions 
on Montana's cattle.’’ The DBIS fails, however, to sufficiently evaluate the merits of this threat 


There is no question that the threat of sanctions from other states is real During the 
winter of 1994/95, 5 states imposed sanctions on some or all of Montana's cattle. As previously 
explained, however, these sanctions were requested by Montana's former State Veterwnarian in 
order to put pressure on the NPS to step up its efforts to eradicate Brucella abortus in bison and 
to provide a powerful lobbying tool to help in gaining legislative approval for the passage of a 
bill to transfer pnmary authority for the management of emigrating Yellowstone bison from the 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks to the Montana Department of Livestock. 
Shortly after the bill became law, these states rescinded their sanctions against Montana's cattle. 


While cach state has the authority to adopt regulations more stringent to the federal 
regulations implementing the Nationa! Brucellosis Eradication Prograrn (NBEP), sanctions 
imposed against a state whose brucellosis-free status remains unchanged, would appear to be 
inconsistent with the intent of the NBEP and state agreements to comply with the NBEP. Only 
the USDA can designate a state as brucellosis-free, and only the USDA can remove or 
downgrade that designation The USDA has consistently maintained the brucellosis-free status 
of Montana since that status was first earned in 1985. The free status ensures that Montana 
producers are able to freely market their cattle without restriction or testing requirements. 


In an effort to gain cooperation and commitment for the goal of eradicating brucellosis 
from domestic livestock herds, each state has entered into a memorandum of agreement with the 
USDA (Exhibit 8) in which they agreed to comply with the provisions of the NBEP, including 


"The DEIS misinterprets the purpose of the 1994 letter that APHIS sent to Montana. It 
was not directed to multiple states, but only to Montana and though it did express concern about 
bison presence in Montana it admitted that no action could be taken against Montana unt! and 
unless APHIS modified its regulations. 


45 


1UDBAQC) 


- 
— 


suolnjuysuy jDUOLIDINpY puv uouv 


PSP 


YELL-14714 contd 


those provisions relevant to the brucellosis designation provided to each state In ox rds 
based on the agreement, if the USDA designated a state as brucellosis-free then the states would 
presumably honor that designation Here, however, though Montana remains -- as 1 should 
brucellosis-free, sanctions have been imposed upon its cattle seemingly in complete contradicuion 
to the agreements entered into by the states with the USDA What's worse ts that some states 
have threatened to impose additional sancuons agains! Montana's cattle produce as a form of 
economic blackmail to ensure the Montana does not veer from its baseless, archaic, and 
destructive anu-bison policies. The sanctions and threatened sanctions made by a handtul of 
states call into question the validity and legitimacy of these agreements or, at least, the ability of 
a few states to honor commitments made in the past 


While these agreements should provide sufficient grounds to challenge any sanction oF 
threatened sanctions, a far more onerous obstacle is the commerce clause of the US. Constitution 
which clearly protubits such unsubstantiated sanctions on interstate trade 


Considering this evidence, there is a question as to whether any state would actually 
impose sanctions on Montana's cattle if not requested to do so. Without such an iovitation, such 
sanctions could not only damage the political and economic relationships between the states, but 
it also could produce a backlash in the form of sanctions or legal action against the state that 
initially imposed the sanctions 


The DEIS must provide a more comprehensive analysis of the direct and indirect role of 
APHIS and other states in the management of Yellowstone bison 


i. The DEIS Fails to Properly Disclose or Evaluate the Legal Mandates Governing the 
Management of Navona! Parks and Yellowstone National Park: 


The authority of the NPS to manage wildlife and public use in Yellowstone National Park 
is provided in the NPS Organic Act, Yellowstone's enabling legislation, NPS regulations, and 
NPS management policies. The DEIS provides some limited analysis of these legal authorities, 
but fails to disclose all of the relevant information or to adequately evaluate the specific 
components of the alternatives in light of these legal mandates 


The Organic Act establishing the National Park Service was promulgated im 1916, 44 
years after the establishment of Yellowstone National Park. The Organic Act, 16 U.S.C. §1 e 
sxeq.. provided a broad framework under which the National Parks would be managed 
Specifically, the Act stated that the purpose of the NPS is to “conserve the scenery and the 
naiural and historic objects and the wild life therein and to provide for the enjoyment of the same 
in such manner and by such means as wil) leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 
generations.” Id. Thus, the preservation of nature with minimal artificial manipulation became 
the statutory mandate of the NPS, although, in regards to wildlife management activities, this 
mandate was not formally recognized or implemented in Yellowstone unt) the late 1960's. The 
Act also provided authority to the Secretary to destroy animal and plant life, which in his 
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discretion, “may be detrimental to the use of any ...parks, monuments, or reservations.” ” 


This unterpretauion of the Act, though not shared by everyone, was clearly the intent of 
Congress.” Moreover, Franklin K. Lane, the Secretary of the Department of the Interior at the 
lime also specified in a May 13, 1918 letter to NPS Director Stephen 1. Mather that “every 
activity of the Service is subordinate to the duties imposed upon it to faithfully preserve the parks 
for posterity in essentially their natural state.” 


Nearly a half century pnor to the Organic Act, Congress established Yellowstone 
National Park as the nation's and world’s first National Park. In doing so, Congress directed the 
Secretary to publish such rules and regulations necessary to “provide for the preservation, from 
injury Or spoilation, of all Umber, mineral deposits, natural cunosities, or wonders within said 
park, and their retention in their natural condition.” 16 U.S.C. §21. In addition, the Secretary was 
directed to establish rules to “provide against the wanton destruction of the fish and game found 
within said park, and agaist their capture or destruction for the purposes of merchandise or 
profit.” 


The resulting regulations, for the most part, echo the preservation mandate established by 
Congress. For instance, the regulations prohibit “disturbing” living wildlife from its “natura! . 
state.” 36 CFR. §2.1(a)(1)(1). Furthermore, regulations governing snowmobile use in National 
Parks specifically prohibit such use “except where designated and only when their use is 
consistent with the park's natura, cultural, scemc and aesthetic values, safety considerations, park 
management objectives, and will not disturb wildiife or damage park resources” Ig. at §2.18(c) 
Moreover, although snowmobiling is generally prohibited in National Parks, the regulations 
authorize such use only on “designated routes and water surfaces that are used by motor vehicles 
or motorboats during other seasons” established by special regulation. |d. Within YNP, 
snowmobile use is supposed to be restricted to the “unplowed roadway,” Ig. at §7.13(1 2), which 
is defined as “that portion of the roadway located between the road shoulders designated by snow 
poles or poles, ropes, and signs...” There is not a single regulation with authorizes the grooming 
of trails for snowmobile use 


“Furthermore, in 1894, Congress passed the Lacey Act (16 U.S.C. §26) which prohibited 
the “killing, wounding, or capturing at any time of any bird or wild animal, except dangerous 
animals, when it ts necessary to prevent them from destroying human life or inflicting an injury 

within the limits of said park” and “for the protection of the animals and birds in the park 
from capture or destrucuon, or to prevent their being fnghtened or driven from the park " DETS 
at 358. While this Act had and has substantial implications beyond Yellowstone National Park. 
its initial uMpetus was to provide the Army, who at that me was responsible for the management 
of YNP, with a more effective tool to prosecute those illegally killing wildlife in the Park 


“In a House report on the Act, for example, the overnding purpose of the bill was stated 
as to preserve “nature as it exists.” H.Rep. No. 700, 64th Cong.. Ist Sess. 3 (1916) 
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Additional! guidance on the admimistravon of National Parks is provided in Park Service 
Management Guidelines published in 1988. These guidelines, which the NPS considers to be 
mandatory unless waived or modified by an appropnate authority, Management Policies at ix, 
provide additonal instruction on the management of wildlife, recreation, cultural resources, and 
other resources in National Parks 


In regards to wildlife management, NPS Management Policies state that 


The National Park Service will seek to perpetuate the native animal life as part of the 
natural ecosystems of parks. Management emphasis will be on minimizing haman 
impacts On natural animal population dynamics. Natural processes will be relied on to 
contro! population of native species to the greatest extent possibile. Management Policies 
at 4:5, 46 


The Management Policies also provide guidance on recreation management 


The National Park Service will encourage recreational activities that are consistent with 
applicable Jegisiation, that promote visitor enjoyment of park resources through a direct 
association or relation to those resources, that are also consistent with the protection of 
resources, and that are compatible with other visitor uses. Each park wil! develop and 
implement visitor use management plans and take management actions, as appropriate. to 
ensure that recreational uses and activities within the park are consistent with its 
authorizing legisiation or proclamation and are not carried out in derogation of the values 
and purposes for which the park was established. ... a use or activity may be restricted or 
prohibited when, in the judgement of the superintendent, its occurrence. continuation, or 
expansion would result in the derogation of the values or purposes for which the park was 
established, interfere significantly with the enjoyment of park resources and values by 
other visitors, or be inconsistent with the park’s enabling |egislation or proclamation 
Management Policies at 8:2. 


The Management Policies also concede, as the DEIS states, that 


Recognizing that parks are integra) paris of larger regional] environments, the National 
Park Service will work cooperatively with others to anticipate, avoid, and resolve 
potential conflicts, to protect park resources, and to address mutual interests in the quality 
of life for community residents, considering economic development as well as resource 
and environmental protection. DEIS at 32 


It must be emphasized, however, that even though the NPS has an obligation to make its 
decision within a regional context, it is not beholden to the interests or desires of the gateway 
communities or the states. First and foremost the NPS is obligated by law to ensure that 
activities that it permits to occur inside of YNP are consistent with its own statutes and 
reguiations. If they are not consistent, then the NPS rast eliminate those activities regardless of 
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the consequences to the regional interests. ln other words, the NPS is not required to consider 
the region-wide umphcations of all of its decisions 


When these legal obligavons are apphed to the many of the bison management strategies 
evaluaicd in the DEIS, it becomes abundantly clear, as discussed further below, that many of the 
proposals are squarely in conflict with NPS statutes, regulations, and policies. Though NEPA 
requires the agencies to engage in this type of analysis, the agencies have simply failed to do so 
in this DEIS 


Capture and slaughter The principal justification for the capture, test, and slaughter of 
Yellowstone bison is to protect cattle outside of the Park from the perceived, yet unsubstanuated 
threat of bactena transmission. This strategy is not intended to provide any benefits to 
Yellowstone bison or to the Park itself and there is no compelling evidence to suggest otherwise 
Moreover, as previously explained, the sero-posttive bison who would be targeted for slaughter 
are very likely animals who should be retained in the population because some. if not most, of 
these animals have or wil] develop an immunity to the bacteria. In other words, not only should 
these animals be retained in the population, but their removal, as previously explained, may 
actually increase the theoretical © sk ©. Dactena transmission. 


Since there is no possible justificavon for determining that these amimals are detrimental 
to the Park or dangerous -- whoch are the criteria which the Superintenden’ must use to justify the 
removal of these animals from the populauon -- the capture, tesi, and slaughter of these animals 
is directly in conflict with the NPS Organic Act, Yellowstone's enabling legisiation, and the 
Lacey Act. (See Exhibit 9 for a more detailed discussion of this issue) 


Yellowstone's enabling legislation also clearly prohibits the “capture or destruction” of 
Park fish and game for the purposes of “merchandise or profit.” In this case, the products of 
bison (1.e., meat, head, hides) taken to slaughter are made available at auction to the highest 
bidder. The Funds generated by the sale of these products is retained by the Montana 
Department of Livestock and may constitute a profit depending on the money expended by the 
MDOL to transport and slaughter each animal. Those purchasing the products may also profit if 
they elect to resell the products or the merchandise, particularly mounied bison heads or cured 
hides, at a higher price. 


Despite the clear intent of these lews, the NPS has consistently violated this law by 
contunuimg to operate a capture facility at Stephen's Creek inside the YNP northern boundary, 
and by permitting Yellowstone bison to be captured aud destroyed for the purposes of 
merchandise and profit. 


Capture and quarantine: In the case of quaram ine, seronegative bison would be targeted 
for removal from the Park and shipped to quarantine While there is no compelling justification 
to remove seropositive bison from the Park, there is even less evidence to justify the removal of 
seronegative animals. The majority of these animals, bascd on their serostatus, have cither never 
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heen exposed to the bacteria, have bee: exposed tut have completely cleared any trace of the 
bacteria. or have a genetic resistance to infection. Regardless of what category ts more 
prominent, a “detrimental” or “danger us’ finding cannot be made i regard to these anunals 
and, therefore, thei capture and removal from the Park is in violation of federal law 


Moreover, the capture of Yellowstone bison for quarantine may also violate the 
protubition in Yellowstone enabling leyialation which prohibits the “capture of Park game for 
the purpose of “merchandise or profit As des nibed, animals siccessfully completed the 
quarantine protocol would be made aviilable at auction to the highest bidder or for donation to 
tribal organizations Since the Act doe. aot specify that the capturing of the animals and (her 
sale OF use for merchandise of profit mist occur concurrently, the fact that these animals may be 
held in quarantine prior to ther diaposiion, does not render the starutary prohibition 
meaningless The bison in quarantine, if captured in YNP, will remain Yellowstone bison 
whether the quarantine facility, if established, ts located in the Park or ia an adjacent state 
Consequently, thee ultimate disposition must comply with the relevant statutory mandates 
Thus, the sale of Yellowatone bison to the highest bidder at auction. if a profit were made, would 
clearly be inconsistent under the statute 


The proposal to implement a vaccination program for Yellowstone bison in 
YNP. regardless of whether the animal. must be captured for vaccine deliver or not, would 
seemingly be inconsistent with the NPS natural reg: lation mandates 


Snowwmebilas/eroouuns of sas wipobile Loala Considering the significant environine otal 
impact of saowmeobdile and groomed Un ils on bison and other wildlife, impacts which are enurely 
artificial and which have substantially affected the natural behavior, distribution, inovements, 
and habitat use of Yellowstone bison to both the detriment of the bison and of their habitat, there 
ts po quesuon that this activity is squarely in conflict with the NPS natural regulation mandate. 
Additiona) analysis of the legal issues relevant to snowmobiling/grooming of snowmobile trails 
is provided in Exhibit 6. 


If the agencies had properly dis lowed the legal authority of the NPS and evaluated the 
proposed management strategies in light of (hat authority, the analysis in the DELS would have 
been substantially different NPS’ statutes. regulations, and policies require thai Yellowstone 5 
wildlife, including bison, be managed primoerily by natural regulation The manipulation of bison 
inside of YNP, regardless of when, how, or wiry, that manipulation occurs is not permitted 
Moreover, the removal of bison from ) NP is not permitted uniess the animal is determined to be 
detrimental to the use of the Park or desmed to be dangerous, aeither of which can be applied to 
Yellowstone bison. 


kK 
Kelevant laformation about the Use of Vaccination in Bison, 


A potential impact common to all of the alternatives is the use of a vaccine in 


Yellowstone s bison This proposal represents. yet anothe: example, of the agencies devising 
Hew strategies that require the manipulition or exploitation of Yellowstone bison instead of 
concentrating their efforts on cattle in tie area lndeed, for several years the agencies have been 
desperately searching fora vaccine to use in wildlife in an allem to reduce the prevaleave of (he 
bacteria in bison beleving that it will roduce the risk of bacteria ransiiasion This search has, 
to date. com millions of dollars, wasted hundreds if not thousands of healthy animals who have 
been used to develop and test the vaceiies, and has yet lo succeed in identifying a vaccine which 
is safe and efficacious in bison Not only have the agencies wasted federal tax dollars in thei 
search for the desired magic bullet, but (his focus is simply nonsensical because the exmting tek 
Of transmission is 80 low, if any rink existe at all 


Vaccination is simply being used by the agencies as a tool to provide the perception that 
something is being done to bison in YNP to patisfy the desires of the cattle industry, including 
Mate veterinarians Though i! is unclear whether vaccination alone could eradicate the bacteria, 
the emphasis on the development of a \accine vs the product of the agencies’ decision, without 
any type of analysis or public input, that Brucella aburiug must be eradicated from Yellowstone 
bison and all wildlife” This tool also aliows the agencies to avoid having to address more 
vignificant and controversial issues sac) as cattle grazing on public lands outside of YP and 
snowmobile use within the Park, issues which the agencies have consistently refused to seriously 
midress because of political, industry, and alleged economic concerns 


What the agencies fail to realize, of disclose, is the fact that a safe and efficacious vaccine 
may never be found, vaccination of the entire Yellowstone herd may not be logistically possible, 
of that the cost of the development and delivery of the “magic bullet” would exceed ‘ie cost of 
closing public grazing alloumnents, prob biting snowmobile use and trai) groomu.g 1 
Yellowstone, modifying cattle grazing »actices on private lands, or requiring and paying for 
cattle vaccinations outside the Park 


The DELS does not evaluate the environmental consequences of developing and using a 
vaccine in Yellowstone bison lt does concede that additional NEPA compliance wil) be 
necessary before a vaccination program can begin but that analysis will focus on huw, where, and 
when a vaccination program will be conducted, not on why Indeed, the agencies are 80 focused 
on whether they can develop a vaccine and implement a vaccination program, they haven't 
evaluated whether they should. To avoid this controversial issue, which is clearly inconsistent 
with the natural regulation mandate of the Park, the agencies, including the NPS. have 
purposefully neglected providing any analysis of the alleged benefits and consequences of a 


“Tt is critically umportant to not: that despite the ageacies’ emphasis on eradication of the 
hactena, there is no federal or state stat ite, regulation, policy or any other legally binding 
standard which requires the eradication of Brucella abortus from free-ranging wildlife Not only 
is complete eradication from free -rangi ig wildlife logistically impossible, economically 
infeasible, and scientifically questionable, but the ecological impacts of such a program could be 
enormous 
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vaccination program nar have they solicited public comment on this program The DELS does 
not provide this analysis and the agenc os have made no attempt to explicitly request public inpat 
on whether a vaccination program is a ceptable, legal, or worthwhile Such disclosure was 
obviously deemed to be unnecessary, because the agencies have already decided, with no NEPA 
compliance or public input, that they ill pumue a vaccination program assuming a “safe and 
efficacious” vaccine can be fownd No only is this « perfect example of the agencies 
predetermining (he outcome of a proce os, but in this case they never even subjected the proposed 
use of & vaccine in bison to NEPA com pliance or public comment 


If the agencies complied with NEPA and subjected the proposed use of vaccines in 
Yellowstone bison to appropriate review and comment, the agencies may have learned that not 
all the public, contrary to the agency's slams, are supnortive of introducing and using a vaccine 
in Yellowstone bison Not only ts this inconsistent with the Park Service's natural regulation 
mandate, but the potential impacts of ao aggressive vaccination program in Yellowstone's bison 
are entirely unknown, and the use of a vaccine may cause significant impacts to the aesthetic, 
cultural, recreational, and lustonc significance and importance of these animals 


The agencies have never atternpted to evaluate any of these potential impacts even though 
a decimon to implement a vaccinavon program was made several years ago Indeed. the only 
steps taken by the agencies to restrict vaccine use is the development, through the Greater 
Yellowstone Interagency Brucellosis Committee, of a protocol to evaluate the safety and efficacy 
of a prospective bison vaccine This protocol is not referenced or attached to the DEIS 


Even if the agencies argued, as they would, that a vaccination program would ultimately 
save animals from destruction, this may not win over the public becouse the agencies have never 
provided any rational explanation for why bison must be killed to protect cattle given the 
insignificant theoretical risk of transmi sion, or why cattle management practices cannot be 
changed to accommodate and protect ) ellowstone's bison. 


Al present, there is mo vaccine (hat has been determined to be safe or efficacious for 
bison. The two principal vaccines, Struin 19 and RB 51, have not, to date, been determined to be 
appropriate for use in bison 


While The Fund and Ell believe that the vaccination of bison is unnecessary and 
unwarranted, if the agenctes intend to continue to pursue this strategy they must subject the 
proposal to substantive environmental mpact analysis in a comprehensive DEIS evaluating the 
overall management of bison, elk, and wattle in a single plan. Such an analysis must specify 
which vaccine is to be used, evaluate it; safety and efficacy to target and non-target species, 
evaluate how the vaccine will be delivered and the environmental impacts of the delivery system. 
analyze the applicability of existing law's to the use of # vaccine in or outside of YNP, and 
consider the social impacts of an unnatural vaccination program oo the public's attitudes about 
the natural regulation mandate of the NPS. This analysis is critical not only to evaluate the 
enviroamental impacts of the proposal, but also to assess public support or opposition to this 
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Mrategy Until and unless such a review ooours, the agencies muat cease all efforts to develop a 
vaccine or a delivery system which may predetermine the outcome of (his analysis 


L. Tye DILIS Hails to Fully Disclose All Rele vans dafocmauon, llegally Predetermined the 
Quicome, and Pailed io Proper! Address ihe Kaviruawental lapacts of ihe Proposal io 
luaplemen| a Quavanlins Option 


Several of the alternatives (3, 4, and 7 — the preferred alternative) propose the 
establishment of » quarantine facility fc¢ bison. The purpose of the facility is to provide the 
agencies with additional Mexibility in handling seronegative bison who are captured in of outade 
of YNP Animals sent to quarantine would be held for vanable lengths of ime, all of which are 
excessive, until state and federal anuma! health officials declare them as brucellosis-froe at which 
time they can be donated to Native Amoncan tibes, introduced to public lands, or sold ai 
auction The agencies, though not una: umous in their support of this alternative, have continued 
to pursue this strategy because, even if || ts not effective and is, as tt will be, enormously 
expensive, it is @ fee! good alternative | kely to be approved by an ignorant public since its 
principal intent is io enable Native Amorican tribes to restore bison lo previously occupied lands. 
What the DEIS does not disclose, howe ver, is how these animals would be used which, if 
disclosed, would likely result in advers: public reaction 


The Fund and RE strongly object to the creation of a quarantine facility for Yellowstone 
bison. Not only is such a facility wanec essary, but it is also exceedingly expensive and is 
unlikely to produce any so-called brucellosis free animals If any animals were to complete 
quarantine, this would be the exception, not the rule in addition, as structured, seronegative 
animals — the animals that should remain in the wild population — are the only potential 
candidates for quarantine Finally, the juarantine protocol, which was principally developed by 
the USDA and State Veterinarians is severely restrictive mininnzing the likelihood of bison 
completing the process. 


Like its evaluation of implementing ® vaccination program for wild bison, the agencies 
have failed to ever solicit public comment on whether quarantine is an acceptable management 
tool. The agencies have made no explicit effort in the DIRIS to request public comment on the 
feasibility, acceptability, or merits of establishing quarantine facility for Yellowstone bison If 
the DEIS was intended to provide a litrws test of the public's interest in using « domestic 
livestock tool to exploit and manipulate Yellowstone's bison, then surely they would have 
evaluated the environmental impacts of the quarantioe proposal. The only reference to NEPA 
review of the proposed quarantine facil ty, however, is in regard to the environmental impacts 
associated with the placement of the facility which the agencies intend to conduct separately in 
violation of NEPA. not the economic, social, and ecological impacts of the establishment and 
operation of a quarantine facility. Indeed. the agencies treat the quarantine proposal as if it was 
a done deal, an option that has already achieved agency and public approval. 


Thus, the agencies have not onl, failed to subject the proposed quarantine facility to 
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legally required analysis in the contest of this DEIS. but they do not intend to evaluate the full 
range of environmental impacts in a fuure NEPA document lndeed, instead of subjecting the 
proposal to establish a quarantine facility to public scrutiny, (he agencies are attempting to do an 
ead run around NEPA and only evaluaie the environmental impacts associated with the 
commructon and operation of the propcsed facility This is a perfect example of the agencies 
legally segmenting a larger action ink) separate parts in order to reduce the scope of the analysis 
and the significance of the impacts in violation of NEPA 


'nder the agencies scheme, the public will never have, and has never had, a formal 
opportunity to voiwe its concerns about the multiple impacts of a quarantine facility on the human 
enviroament, which include the econotive impacts and social impacts associated with treating 
Yellowstone's bison like livestock. Furthermore, if the agencies had properly disclosed all 
relevant information about the quaranune process, including how (be bison may be used once 
released wo the tribes, if any are release |, the public may not be supportive of economically 
exploiting Yellowstone's bison either ty integrating them into domestic bivon herds or by 
permitting them to be hunted for economic gain 


The Fund and El) anticipate that the agencies wil! ulumately select an alternative which 
includes quarantine. Not only will (his be done to provide the agencies with a feel good, yet 
entirely unnecessary, crue), and wasteful tool, to exploit Yellowstone's bison, but the agencies 
have already predetermined the outcon ¢ of this process Indeed, the agencies illega.y 
predetermined the outcome of this process, at leas! in regard to quarantine, nearly 4 years ago 
when the agencies, through the GYIBC, USAHA, and the State Veterinarians began preparation 
of a quarantine protocol which was reo ntly finalized and published in the 1998 UMAR for 
Brucellosis Eradication *' 


In addition, the USDA has rece ved | 4 million dollars from Congress through the 1997 


“Though historically the USD/, solicited public comment on amendments to the UM&R. 
the new bison quarantine protocol -- designed specifically for Yellowstone bison — in the 1998 
UMAR will not be subject to public review (Pers. Comm. with Dr. Valerie Regan, 
USDA/APHIS). The USDA supposed! y only engages in rulemaking on those portions of the 
UMAR for which it desires legal authority In this case, the USDA apparently does not intend to 
promulgate the quarantine protocol as): rule, meaning that the provisions are not legally 
enforceable. In addition, the USDA, in its arrogance, has claimed that the public does not have 
the techmica) expertise to provide substantive and informed comment on the quarantine protocol. 
(Pers. Comm. with Dr. Valerie Regan). Regardless of the USDA's excuses not to provide the 
public an opportunity to comment on the quarantine protocol — which represents the first 
significam amendment to the UMAR which directly affects the public and animals held in the 
public trust — the UMAR, as previous! / explained, clearly qualifies as a rule or substantive 
policy which requires public review In addition, the environmental impacts of the quarantine 
protocol should be evaluated pursuant io NEPA since the UMAR clearly qualifies as a federal 
action. 
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and 1998 appropriations process for the construction and operation of a bison quarantine facility 
The USDA requested these funds with the intent of helping to establish a quarantine facility for 
bison The language of these appropria ions bills does aot provide an option for using or 
returning these funds if a quarantine facility is not approved. The evidence could not be more 
clear (hat (he agencies have already determined that a quarantine facility will be part of a future 
management program.” This is ill ogal 


Not only have the agencies failed to comply with the appropriate procedures in proposing 
and evaluating (he inapacts of a quaran!ine facility, but the agencies have also not disclosed or 
evaluated the funcuonal value, cost effoctiveness, or the environmental impacts of constructing 
and operating a quarantine facility in the DIS. Since this DEIS represents the only foresceable 
opportunity for the public to evaluate the benefits and consequences of quarantine, the agencies 
aust provide some analysis of whether the quarantine facility, as proposed, will be functional 
anVor cost-effective If the agencies had provided this analysis, they would have concluded that 
4 quarantine facility is a colossal waste of federa) tax dollars which will result in enormous 
cruelty, suffering, and waste of America’s bison while providing no measurable benefit. 


As currently proposed, the ager cies would capture and remove so-called surplus or 
excess seronegative bison for quarantine. The serologic status of (hese animals at the capture 
facility would be determined through the use of the card test which is not completely accurate in 
predicting exposure. ln 1996, for example, of 39 bison captured in the Stephen's Creek facility 
mJ who initially tester! seroncgative, 4 bison retested in March were determined 
to be seropositive.” Additiona! anima. s from the remaining 35 allegedly seronegative animals 
who were illegally transported to idaho for vaccine experiments were determined to have 
seroconverted shortly after arrival in kdaho (Pers. Comm. with Dr. David Hunter). While the 


“If this were not enough, Mr. Ray Clark from the Council on Bavironmental Quality has 
stated that “There will be a quarantine facility in our future.” (Pers. Comm. with Ray Clark). 
When the adminstrations point man on the Yellowstone bison issue concedes that quarantine is a 
done deal, it is difficult to believe that the agencies haven’! predetermined the outcome of this 
process. 


“The seropositive status of these four animals was subsequently confirmed based on the 
results of the standard battery of serologic tests. 


“The removal of these animals from the Yellowstone was never evaluated 
pursuant to NEPA despite federal appr »val from both the NPS and USDA for the removal and 
transport of these animals. Furthermore, despite evidence presented by The Fund claiming that 
the vaccination of these animals late in the second/early in the third trimester of pregnancy would 
invalidate the intended vaccination ex; eriment, the NPS permitted these animals to be removed 
from the Park forever. Ultimately, the initial experiment to assess the safety of the vaccine in 
Yellowstone bison was not successful. This lack of success was determined to possibly be a 
product of the late delivery of the vacc ne 
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percentage of inaccurate blood tests is believed to be low, for the purpose of quarantine, even a 
low number of inaccurate tests can significantly influence the quarantine process 


The removal of seronegative animals for quarantine raises a number of important issucs 
First, the agencies fail to define what constitutes a surplus or excess bison While the agencies’ 
artificial and arbitrary management objectives may create so-called surplus seronegative bison, 
from an ecological perspective there is no such thing as excess bison. Second, though there is no 
credible evidence to justify the removal of either seronegative or seropositive bison from the 
population, the removal of seronegativ: bison is particularly troubling considering that these 
would appear to be the animals who should be preserved in the population The majority of 
seronegative bison has either never been exposed to the bacteria, has been exposed but 
completely cleared the bactena including antibodies from their system, or animals who have a 
genetic resistance to the bacteria. These animals pose no immediate risk or, in some Cases, NO 
risk at all of transmitting Boucella aborius to domestic cattle. Third, the removal of these aninals 
from the Park is in violation of the NP‘ Organic Act, Yellowstone enabling legislation, or the 
Lacey Act since the Superintendent could not possibly determine, as would be required to jusufy 
removal, that these animals are detrimental to the use of the Park, or that they are dangerous 


Once selected, seronegative bison would be transported to a quarantine facility At the 
present time the agencies have not disclosed whether the quarantine facility would be adjacent to 
the Park or located elsewhere in Montana, Wyoming, or Idaho. Depending on the location of 
quarantine, the transport will undoubtedly result in injunes, including severe injures, to the 
bison. In addition, transport will be enormously stressful to these animals who have never been 
heki in captivity, handled, or transported in a truck. The increased stress could result in the 
seroconversion of one or more animals. 


At the quarantine facility the bison would be divided into small groups of same sex/same 
age animals and placed in individual pastures. The size of the proposed quarantine facility is not 
disclosed. The smaller the facility the more the facility will resemble a feed ground where 
animals are forced to exist in unnaturally high concentrauions. It 1s well accepted that when wild 
animals are concentrated the likelihooc of bacteria transmission between animals is increased 
This is both a function of the proximity of animals to each other and the increased stress 
experienced by cach animal forced to | ve in such concentrated conditions. If the conditions of 
quarantine are similar to a feedground, this could drastically impact the potentia! success of the 
program given the existing quarantine rotocol. 


The quarantine protocol, as pre viously indicated, is incredibly restrictive.’ Depending on 
the sex, age, and pregnancy status of female bison, the duration of quarantine would range from 6 


“This protocol was principally designed by state and federal livestock veterinanans who, 
at best, are lukewarm to the quarantine proposal. Consequently, the restrictive nature of the 
protocol may be intended to reduce, if not entirely eliminate, the number of bison who ultimately 
complete the quarantine process. 
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months at ato many years. To successfully complete quarantine each animal sharing a similar 
pasture/corral would have to test negative on three blood tests administered over | 80 days. If any 
single animal tested positive on any blood test, that animal would immediately be sent to 
slaughter. The remaining cither could be sent to slaughter because of their association with an 
animal who tested positive, or the quarantine process would begin anew. This protocol for bison 
is far more restrictive than the existing protocol for the vaccination of domestic cattle which only 
requires & maximum of 13 months of cuarantine, assuming all tests are negative, instead of up to 
four years for bison. The USDA has failed to provide any legitimate explanation for the 
diflerence in the cattle and bison quarantine requirements. 


Given the inaccuracy with the initial blood test, the stress associated with capture and 
iransport which may trigger seroconve sion, and the possibility that the quarantine facility will 
force the animals into unnatural and stressful concentrations maximizing the opportunity for the 
bacteria to express itsel!, it is inevitab)s that a portion of the quarantined animals will test blood 
positive someume during quarantine. For these reasons, it 1s impossible to determine how many 
bison, if any, will survive the quarantine process. 


Assuming that any bison survive the quarantine process, those animals will most likely be 
donated to Native Amencans for reintroduction to tribal lands. The tribes have alleged an 
interest in these anumals for cultural and economic reasons. They contend that by restoring the 
bison to their lands this will restore some of their cultural traditions and cure or reduce some of 
the social ills which have adversely affected many tribes. Many of the tribes who desire 
Yellowstone bison, already have bison. the majority of which were obtained from other federal 
herds or by purchase. Many of these herds are .enched herds, raised like domestic caitle for 
economic benefit through the sale of meat, hides, and heads. Yellowstone bison, if provided to 
these tribes would be integrated into these ranched herds as breeding stock and ultimately would 
be slaughtered 


While the cultural and spintual relationship between bison and Native Americans must be 
respected, dynating Yellowstone bison to tribes for enhancing the bison ranching operations is 
enormously controversial. Bison ranct ing would not appear co be consistent with the cultural 
and spiritual relationship between Native Americans and bison, but rather represents a tool 
principally designed to provide economic benefits. The Pund and Ell are not only 
philosophically opposed to the use of wild, free-ranging bison as a tool to enhance or expand a 
tribal bison ranching enterprise, but as advocates for the bison themselves, we do not believe ‘hat 
a life of servitude and eventual slaughter is an appropriate or acceptable alternative to protecting 
Yellowstone's bison in the wild. Moreover, we are greatly concerned that the development of a 
quarantine facility will result in the unnecessary loss of seronegative bison from Yellowstone's 
herd 


In addition to the biological corcems associated with quarantine, the development and 
Operation of such a facility is also of significant economic concera. To be blunt, no matter how 
quarantine is perceived, it will not, ané cannot, be cost effective. 
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The DEIS estimates that the quarantine facility would cost between $500,000 and 
$800,000 to build, excluding the cost of the land on which the facility would be constructed,” 
and $400,000 to operate annually. DEIS at 111. The annual operation costs are based on an 
estimate of 50 bison/year being subject to quarantine as specified in the preferred alternative 
Based on these figures, excluding the cost of capture and the cost of land for construction of the 
facility, the first year cost of the quarantine program, assuming SO bison are subject to 
quarantine, is $900,000 to $1,200,000 dollars or $18,000 to $24,000 dollars per bison. If the 
One-Ume CONSUTUCLION COSLS are HOt included, the annua) Operation cost per bison, assuming that 
50 bison are subject to quarantine is $8,000 per animal Since quarantine for most anunals will 
last for more than one year, the annual operating costs would be expected to increase as more 
bison are placed in quarantine. 


The costs of quarantine, however, cannot be accurately assessed without considering the 
cost of capture since Capture is a prerequisite to quarantine. The DEIS estimates the one-time 
cost of constructing the Stephen's Creek and West Yellowstone capture facilities to be $345,000 
dollars with annual operating costs estimated at $677,000. The agencies estimate that | 32-137 
bison wil! be captured annually under the preferred alternative, with approximately SO of these 
animals transported to quarantine. Thus, the total first-year costs (one-time construction and 
annual operating costs) to capture 132-137 bison is $7,460 to $7,742 per animal, which 
corresponds to an average of $380,050 for 50 bison. If the one-time construction costs are 
excluded, the costs to capture 132-137 bison is $4,942 to $5,129, which corresponds to an 
average of $251,775 for 50 bison or more than $5,000 per animal. 


Combining these estimates, and assuming that 5O bison are captured and subject to 
quarantine in any one year, then the annual costs of capture and quarantine, excluding land costs 
or one-time construction costs, is $651,775 or over $13,000 per bison. Over the 15 year duration 
of the plan, nearly 10 million dollars would be spent to capture and care for bison in quarantine 
if the land costs and one-time costs are included, the cost per bison increases substantially. 
Moreover, since the majority of bison will remain in quarantine for more than one year, the 
operating costs will increase as the number of bison increases in the quarantine facility 


Given these estimates which are based on statistics provided in the DEIS, the quarantine 
proposal is clearly not cost-effective, and, if implemented would represent a multi-million dollar 
fleecing of America. The millions of state and federal tax dollars that the agencies appear willing 
to spend on a quarantine facility over the 15 year duration of the plan, could be far better spent on 
vaccinating Cattle, buying out grazing allotments, compensating landowners for property damage. 
constructing bison-proof fences around cattle pastures on private lands, and acquiring additional 
winter habitat for Yellowstone's wildlife. 


“The agencies fail to provide an estimate for the cost of acquiring land for the 
construction of the proposed quarantine facility. This cost would substantially increase the 
annual costs of quarantine. 
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If the DEIS properly disclosed the significant environmental and economic impacts of 
quaranuae, the public would have been able to beter understand the implications of this proposal 
and would have been able to submit more informed comments on the potential use of a 
quarantine facility to address this controversy. As is clearly demonstrated by the foregoing 
analysis, a far more substantive evaluation of this proposal in a comprehensive DEIS is essential 
and required by law. Until and unless this analysis occurs, the agencies should cease all activities 
which may predetermine the outcome of this analysis. 


M = The DEIS Fails to Properly Considered or Evaluated the Humaneness of iis Proposed 
Project: 


As is consistent with their past attitude, the agencies have given only lip-service to the 
analysis of the humaneness of their proposed bison management strategies.“’ The agencies assert 
that the capture, handling, and transportation of bison will be as humane as possible, DEIS at 56, 
but never mention, consider, or evaluate the humaneness of many of the other management 
devices being proposed, including hupting/shooting, slaughter, quarantine, and vaccination. 

Each of the proposed management strategies which involve Yellowstone bison raise humane 
concerns which must be evaluated 


Each of the alternatives includes a capture, test, and slaughter component for all or part of 
the duration of the plan. This process, which was initiated inside and outside of YNP in 1996, is 
inherently crue! and should not be continued. The undeniable purpose of this program is to move 
the slaughter of Yellowstone's bison behind closed doors. The killing of these animals in the 
fieki posed too great a risk of negative publicity for Montana so it promoted the capture strategy 
as a means to reduce that risk, irregardless of the immense cruelty associated with this practice.“ 
If Montana cannot withstand the public scrutiny of killing Yellowstone bison in the field, then 
perhaps it should reconsider its need to kil) these animals at all. 


Without even exarmning the available evidence, the concept of capturing large, powerful, 
free-ranging animals who have never been captured or handled in their lifetimes, running them 
through numerous chutes and corrals sometimes with the use of electric prods, separating 


“The Fund has previously provided the NPS with extensive input into its concem about 
the humane treatment of Yellowstone bison, (See, September 20, 1993 letter to Dr. Mark 
Johnson, Exhibit 10, February 2, 1996 Comments on the Environmental Assessment for the 
Interim Bison Management Plan, Exhibit 9; October 7, 1996 Letter to Babbitt, Glickman, and 
Racicot, Exhibit 11; November 15, 1996 Letter to Racicot, Finley, and Garber, Exhibit 12), but 
these concerns have largely been ignored. 


“This attitude, and Montana's interest in promoting this management strategy, is a 
reflection of the mentality of the Montana Department of Livestock which is unwilling, and 
perhaps unable, to recognize the physiological, behavioral, evolutionary, ecological, and 
immunological differences between bison and cattle. 
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mothers from calves, breaking up social groups, and forcing these animals onto trucks - a 
completely foreign environment -- for shipment to slaughter results in enormous cruelty through 
physical injury, fear, and stress.” The agencies have not developed or implemented any type of 
systematic and comprehensive monitonng program to attempt to accurately quantify or qualify 
the amount of cruelty associated with this program. Conveniently, the agencies rely on this lack 
of evidence to assume that cruelty is not occurring aad to blindly continue to inhumanely weat 
these animals without any attempt to mitigate or prevent this cruelty. 


Fortunately, there is sufficient evidence, both direct and circumstantial, 0 document that 
the cruelty associated with the capture and slaughter program is significant. First, under state 
law the condition of animals arriving at slaughterhouses musi be documented. These anic- 
mortem and post-mortem inspection reports (Exhibit 13), obtained from the Montana 
Department of Livestock, clearly demonstrate that bison arriving at the slaughter facilities during 
the winter of 1996/97 suffered enormous cruelty during cither capture, handling, or 
transportation. Broken ribs, gore wounds, broken bones, a punctured lung, and even bison who 
arrived dead ai the slaughterhouse were reported on these reports.” The severity of these 
injuries clearty constitute animal cruelty which is prohibited under the Montana Cruelty Code 
(MCA §45-8-211 et seg.). While the physical inspection of animals off-loaded ai the 
slaughterhouses revealed serious cruelty issues, the process of butchering these animals dunng 
which bruised meat was removed from the carcass, reveals even more cruelty 


Carcass purchase records, obtained from use MDOL (Exhibit 14) provide weights for 
each quarter (front and hind) or side of each dressed and butchered bison carcass after the bruised 
meat has been removed. Since the total weight of each (ressed bison carcass with bruised meat 
is not provided, it is impossible to calculate the total proportion of meat lost to bruising for each 
carcass. However, by comparing the weights that are provided for each quarter or side of the 
carcass, a minimum estimate of the meat lost due to bruising can be quantified. Based on this 
analysis, the minimum amount of bison meat lost to bruising from approximately 100 bison 
slaughtered during the winter of 1996/97 is approximately 528 pounds. This severely 


“The fact that the agencies have collectively agreed to handle Yellowstone's bison as if 
they were domestic livestock demonstrates, yet again, that the Department of Interior and 
National Park Service have caved in to the desires and, remarkably, even the mind set of the 
livestock agencies and industry. Yellowstone bison are not domestic cattle. They behave 
differently. They use the landscape differently. And, their reaction to Brucella abortus is 
differem. At the very least, the DOI and NPS must recognize these differences and evaluate 
them in the DEIS. 


The injuries sustained by these animals during capture or transport are severe and 
traumatic. Examples of the actual notes contained on the reports include “massive bruising and 
broken bones,” “cow buffalo 6 broken ribs, bruised shoulder, punctured lung,” “cow buffalo 
puncture lung. broken rib ... broken shoulder blade,” “buffalo heifer calf had open wounds, 
abscesses all over front and sides,” “one cow dead in trailer.” 
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underestimates the actual amount of loss, because the weight of the carcass prior to removing the 
bruised meat is not available and because this represents data from only 100 of the nearly 500 
animals slaughtered that winter. 


The fact that this lost meat was a product of bruising is of great concern. This amount of 
bruising is a product of the cruelty associated with loading large, wild animals in trucks and 
transporting them up to four hours. Regardless of whether the animals are separated and loaded 
by size, age, and sex. this evidence clearly demonstrates that these animals are causing 
substantial harm to each other prior to or during transport by ramming, butting, or otherwise 
acting aggressively towards each other. This behavior is indisputably a product of unnaturally 
concentrating these animals in the trucks and is magnified by the substantial stress and fear 
expenenced by the confined bison and is inherent to this operation. Because such cruelty is 
inherent to the operation, the only means of preventing the cruelty 1s to abandon this management 
strategy altogether. The agencies, however, obviously are willing to accept and tolerate the 
enormous cruelty resulting from the capture, test, and slaughter operations since each alternative 
relies on this strategy and since the agencies have failed to provide any meaningful analysis of 
this issue. 


Due to its concern over the cruelty associated with the capture program, The Fund 
contacted Dr. Temple Grandin, an expert in the humane handling of livestock, and asked if she 
could review videotape and written records pertaining to the operation of the NPS trap at 
Stephen's Creek and the condition of the animals at the slaughterhouse. Dr. Grandin referred 
The Fund to Ms. Jennifer Lanier, a graduate student at CSU studying under Dr. Grandin who was 
engaged in work intended to improve the humaneness of capturing, handling, and transporting 
captive, ranched bison. 


Dr. Grandin and Ms. Lanier reviewed the evidence available at the time and provided The 
Fund with a preliminary report on their findings.” (Exhibit 15). Among other things, Dr. 
Grandin and Ms. Lanier praised the NPS for its handling of the bison in the Stephens Creek 
capture facility, however they suggested that this operation could be improved by installing 
plywood inside the facility to minimize horn wounds and by minimizing animal crowding, 
mixing of different sexed and aged animals, and handle smaller groups of animals in the facility. 
However, Ms. Lanier concluded that the injuries sustained by the bison during transport to the 
slaughtering facilities, particularly the punctured lungs, were “unacceptable.” 


“'The information provided to Dr. Grandin and Ms. Lanier included a copy of videotape 
footage obtained by Mr. Mike Mease of Cold Mountain, Cold Rivers of bison in the capture 
facility and being loaded into a truck. This footage, which is enclosed as Exhibit 17, clearly 
documents injures to bison (i.e., horns knocked off, gore wounds) while held in the capture 
facility, documents the use of electronic shocking devices to move bison through the chutes and 
into the truck, and provides evidence of problems associated with forcing the animals into the 
truck. In addition, the slaughterhouse inspection reports from the MDOL were provided to 
document the condition of some of the bison arriving at the slaughter facilities. 
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Subsequent to the preparation of the preliminary report, The Fund obtained additional 
evidence from the NPS and Montana regarding its capture operations. Specifically, The Fund 
obtained information from the NPS about the circumstances surrounding the serious injunes 
requiring euthanasia sustamned by bison wapped in the Stephen's Creek facility during the 
1996/97 winter (Exhibit 16). From Montana, The Fund obtained the carcass weight data 
reflecting the amount of bruised meat removed from each dressed carcass. This information has 
been forwarded to Ms. Lamer but was not considered in preparation of the preliminary report. A 
final report incorporating that new information has been requested but not completed. 


The evidence provided by the NPS demonstrates that the capture operation itself, even 
when those conducting it are allegedly emphasizing the humane treatment of animals, is 
exceedingly inhumane. Ln addition to the 464 animais captured and shipped to slaughter from the 
Stephens Creek facility in 1996/97, an additional 8 animals were so seriously injured in the 
capture facility that they had to be killed on site. These injuries included broken necks, broken 
leg, strangulation, and impalement on a gate latch. Though the proportion of animals so inyured 
was smal] compared to all of the animals handled, the types of injuries are entirely unacceptable 
and demonstrate the enormous cruelty inherent in any capture operation. 


The data on meat loss caused by bruising, while not considered by Dr. Grandin and Ms. 
Lanier, clearly represent a level of meat loss which the cattle industry does not likely experience 
and would not likely tolerate in cattle shipped to slaughter. Cattle have been bred for docility and 
domesticity in part to reduce handing and transportation difficulucs. This facilitates the 
transport of cattle to slaughter without the amount of physical injuries or bruising” experienced 
by Yellowstone's bison who have never been artificially manipulated to de-emphasize their wild 
characieristics. 


Because of the concerns about the humane treatment of bison expressed by The Fund in 
its 11/15/96 letter to Racicot, Finley and Garber, the NPS raised this issued in its January 10, 
1997 letter to Montana Governor Racicot. Apparently in response to that inquiry, Governor 
Racicot created a Humane Treatment Evaluation Team (HTET) to review the capture operation 
at the Stephen's Creek capture facility.”’ The Fund, contrary to statements made by Montana 


“This is not to say that injuries and even some deaths are not a product of shipping cattle 
to slaughter. This cruelty does occur, but al a rate substantially lower than what has been 
documented in bison, to date. 


The HTET consisted of three veterinarians, a regional humane society director, and a 
manager of a privately owned bison ranch. The three veterinarians inchuded a representative 
from the USDA, the Montana Veterinary Medical Associaiion, and a laboratory animal 
veterinarian. There is no evidence that any of the veterinarians represented on the HTET had 
actual experience in capturing, handling, or transporting wild bison. Morcover, the private bison 
rancher may have had such experience, but that experience was presumably limited to ranched 
bison. These animals, out of necessity, are bred to be more docile and domestic than their wild 
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Governor Racicot to the news media, was never invited to participate in that review 


The HTET, due to circumstances outside of their control, never actually observed the 
capture and handling of bison in person. Instead, thew analysis was based on discussions with 
NPS and Montana personnel involved in the capture operation and videotape footage obtained 
from a local television station. Furthermore, there is no evidence to sugges! that the HTET were 
provided either the slaughterhouse reports, carcass weight data, or detailed information about 
serious injunes requiring cuthanasia sustained by bison in the Stephen's Creek Facility for 
consideration. Despste these serious observational and data limnations, which indisputably 
limited the HTET review (Exhibit 18), the review still identified a numbers of deficiencies with 
the capture operation. These deficiencies, included: 


1. Attempting to handle too many animals during a single operation and using 
inappropriate techniques (1.c., shouting, noise makers, clectrically powered 
hot shots) resulting in excessive stress being placed on the animals possibly 
contributing to an unacceptable incidence of injuries. Also, too many 
people were in inappropriate locations (i.¢., on the catwalks visible to the 
bison) during the capture operation. 


2. The lack of written protocols providing general guidelines for the loading and 
transportation of bison to slaughter. 


3. Failure of the NPS personne! to use natural bison behavior (i.¢., avoidance of 
hurnans, flight/fnght zone, etc.) to capture, move, and process animals. 


4 Failure of the NPS to employ a person with specific, in depth experience in 
handling bison to train members of the bison handling team. 


5. Failure of the NPS to develop written protocols to identify the specific methods 
and guidelines to be followed for all aspects of the bison capture and handling 
program. 


In addition, the HTET encouraged the agencies to reevaluate the potential of in-the-field 
slaughter and processing as an alternative to transporting animals to slaughter. The HTET made 
this recommendation based on a concern that the loading. unloading, and transportation process, 
including the distance that the animals have to trave) tc a slaughter facility, contribute to the level 
of injury experienced by bison. In other words, the HTET was stating the obvious, that shooung 
bison in the field is more humane than subjecting the animals to the trauma of transport to a 
slaughtering facility. In its 10/7/96 letter to the 9°.es, The Fund also encouraged the agencies 
to reevaluate the strategy to transport captured b.. -: to slaughter based on humane concems. 


counterparts. Finally, the regional] humane society representative, though experienced in the 
capture and handling of many animals, had no specific experience involving wild bison. 
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Though The Pund and EN are absolutely opposed to the slaughter of any bison, if the agencies 
Continue to ygnore the scientific evidence and believe that bison must be killed, such killing must 
be accomplinhed in (he most humane manner possible through the injection of an appropriate 
euthanasia agent or by shooting 


Despite receiving the recommendation from the HTET to reevaluate the need to transport 
these animals to slaughter, which the agencies concede in the DELS, there is no evidence thai the 
agencies ever reconsidered the use of this strategy bused on humane concerns. The DEIS 
contains absolutely no discussion of this matter, Surely, if the agencies intend, as they do, to 
continue to transport bison to slaughter they have a responsibility to the public and to the bison to 
reapond to the recommendations and analysis provided by the HTET. In addition, particularly in 
light of the considerable evidence of intense cruelty associated with this practice, the agencies 
must also provide a more comprehensive discussion, including a legitimate and rational 
explanation for its decisions, of thas issue in the DEIS. 


Cruelty is not only a product of the capture and slaughter operation Hunting, querantine, 
and vaccination procedures could also result in the inhumane treatment of animais. 


The cruelty of bison hunting is clearly depicted in Exhibits 19 and 20 which depict the 
killing of bison by hunters during the winter of 1988/89 and agency officials during the winter of 
1994/95, respectively. When hunters were permitted to kill bison, even though they were 
accompamed by state or federal officials, the cruelty was immeasurable. Due (o the size of the 
bison, poor shot p cement, and other factors, many of the animals seen on the videotape suffered 
for up to 15 minutes before being put out of their misery. (pers. comm. with Wayne Pacelle, 
HSUS, who was present when Exhibit 19 was being filmed). 


Quarantine, though the agencies indicate that the animals will be humanely treated, not 
only involves the iniual capture and transport of the animals to the quarantine facility, but also 
involves the long-term care and occasional trapping and testing of the animals. During each 
capture operation the animals will experience increased stress and probably some injury. In 
addition, since the agencies have failed \o evaluate the environmental impacts of quarantine in 
the DEIS, no information is available about how the animals would be cared for and handled if a 
quarantine facility were constructed. Without that information, the public is unable to assess the 
humaneness of the care and handling . The assurance of humane treaiment by the 
agencies is simply not sufficient, for obvious reasons, to meet this need. 


Vaccination, particularly if the animals must be captured to deliver the vaccine, will cause 
the same types of injuries and humane concerns as documented above. In addition, if a biobullet 
is used to deliver the vaccine, it is possible that the injury and/or suffering could result from the 
bullet. While this may not be a significant concern, it certainly must be disclosed and evaluated 
in the DEIS as a component of the broader discussion about the humane treatment of the animals. 


As the foregoing evidence clearly demonstrates, the agencies have failed to 
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comprehensively evaluate the cruelty associated with the proposed project. Though the agencies 
may dismiss such cruelty issues as unimportant, the public, particularly those persons who are 
concerned about animal welfare, have a great deal of interest in ensuring that if the agencies 
insist Of Capturing and transporting bison, even though it clearly is not necessary, that the 
animals be treated in the most hurnane manner possible using the most humane techniques 
available 


N. The DIGIS Fails to Properly bvaluaic the Gavironmental Lpact of Recawablishing a Bison 
Hunt in Moniana, 


Several of the alternatives in the DEIS (Alternatives 3, 4, and 7 -- the preferred 
alternative) propose (0 reestablish “a fair chase bison hunt” in Montana. The DEIS concedes that 
this hunt could only be established by action of the Montana legislature, Consequently, 
particularly given the substantial adverse impact which Montana rece ved when \( previously 
authorized public hunting of bison which resulted in the legislatu: -scinding thal program, it is 
certainly not guaranteed that the legislature would approve a hunt. 


The DEIS evaluates the environmental impacts of a hunt under the assumption that such a 
hunt would be authorized beginning in 2000. Unfortunately, the analysis is far from complete 
and fails to consider and discuss many of the adverse impacts associated with hunting an animal 
who has virtually no fear of people. 


First, the proposed bison hunt is intended to be a “fair chase” hunt. The agencies, 
however, fail to provide a definition of what constitutes a “fair chase” hunt. Considering the 
weaponry and other gadgets used by hunters to facilitate and simplify the killing of animals, The 
Fund questions whether the concept of a “fair-chase” hunt is even legitimate. The DEIS suggests 
that a hunt, if implemented, would be conducted differently than the public hunt permitted 
between 1985 and 1991. Instead of state game wardens or federal officials accompanying a 
hunter in the field to identify the animal to be shot, the new scheme calls “training or orientation 
to ensure accurate marksmanship, knowledge of and respect for bison, and emphasizing that 
meat, hides, and heads should be used. These changes do not make a bison hunt consistent with 
a so-called “fair-chase” hunt. 


Assuming for the sake of argument the! a hunt can be “fair-chase,” then presumably (uc 
hunt would be physically and mentally challenging for the hunter, a reasonable amount of 
stalking or chasing of the targeted animal would be involved, and the hunted would have a 
reasonable opportunity to avoid or escape from the hunter. A hunt of Yellowstone bison could 
not possibly meet any of these criteria. 


Yellowstone bison since the late 1960s have essentially been free of human manipulation 
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or exploitation.“ As a protected animal in YNP, the bison developed a trust in humans which has 
made the bison one of the most watchable and photographable species in the Park While Park 
Visitor may have a greater interest in observing a grizzly bear of gray wol!, animals who are not 
routinely available for visitor observation, it is difficult to spend any ume in Yellowstone and fail 
to see a bison. Unlike grizzlies, who, for safety reasons, shouk! not be observed at close range. 
or wolves, elk, mule deer, or bighorn, of proaghorn who remain more timid around Park visitor, 
bison are easily seen, infrequently fee from human presence, and can be observed trom a 
relutively close distance without substantial public safety risks. These benefits are a product of 
both the stolid temperament of bison and the protection afforded them in YNP over the past 40 
yeary. 


When bison cross the boundary of Yellowstone and enters Montana they do not suddenly 
become more timid or more wary of humans They have no reason to distrust humans since, for 
the most part, most of the bison living in Yellowstone today have not been subject to human 
manipulation or exploitation. Regardless of what side of the boundary they are on, approach by 
humans is relauvely casy and generally successful. These animals have, in a sense, become 
habituated to human presence and approach because the behavior facilitates clove observation 
and photography. 


A hunt of these animals would not and could not be consistent with the concept of “fair. 
chase,” assuming that such a concept was legitimate. There is no physical or mental challenge in 
stalking or killing a bison. Assuming the hunter knew generally where the bison was, the 
stalking or chasing of the animal would generally be from the seat of the snowmobilc/automohi le 
to the shooting position which would depend on whether the hunter desired to shoot the bison 
from 20 feet, or, to make it minimally more challenging, 100 feet Finally, since Yellowstone 
bison have virtually no fear of humans and have become used to human approach, the hunted 
animal would have no reason to flee making him or herself an easy target. There is no sport, no 
challenge, and no fairness in the hunt of a Yellowstone bison. 


The DEIS concedes that those who have “moralistic -humanistic atuitudes” towards 
animals may be opposed to a bison bunt. While this is true, a far broader audience is likely to be 
adversely affected by a bison hunt than simply those with who have a moralistic-lumanistic 
attitude towards animals. Considering the unfairness and lack of challenge associated with a 
hunt of Yellowstone bison, and the potential adverse impacts of such a hunt on the image of 
hunting and hunters, it is very possible that persons who hunt or otherwise have a more utilitarian 
view of animals may also be affected by a hunt. The analysis of the human impact of hunting 
should be broadened in the DEIS. 


“Only a handful of bison, such as those animals released from the Stephen's Creek 
capture facility in the spring of 1997, have been subject to some form of human manipulation and 
survived. However, the majority of bison who have been subject to hunting. capture, or shooting 
since 1985 have been killed and removed from the population. 
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In addition to the human impact, the impact of a hunt oo the behavior and obsorvability of 
Yellowstone bison must be evaluated. The DEIS acknowledges this impact, DEIS at 144, but 
completely fails to evaluate this impact. Since a hunt would target specific indi viduals, other 
animals in the vicinity of the hunted animal may be frightened by the gunfire oF the killing Over 
ume, particularly if the animal was to repeatedly be in the vicinity of a hunt, the animal may 
become more skittish around people Since bison are 60 gregarious, the behavior of one animal 
in a group may influence the behavior of all animals in the group. Thus, if, as a result of hunting, 
bison in the Yellowstone population become more skittish around people, this could drastically 
affect the behavior of bison in the Park where they are of substantial value and popularity 
because of their protected status and their observability While increased skittishness in the 
bison population generally may merease, albeit slightly, the challenge of hunting these animals, it 
also could drastically affect the ability of the millions of Yellowstone tourists to view and 
observe these magnificent animals in the Park Considering the substantial economic benefit 
associated with bison viewing in the Park, the paltry economic benefit of hunting does not justify 
the significant adverse consequences of a hunt on the behavior and observability of these 
valuable animals. 


As the foregoing evidence demonstrates, the agencies musi subject the proposal to 
reestablish a bison hunt in Montana to a far more rigorous analysis. 


©, ‘The DEUS Fails to Prooecty Eivaluate the 5 7 tthe P ip 


The economic analysis provided in the DEIS is neither complete or accurate ’’ In fact, the 
emire section is remarkably confusing, poorly written, and disjointed, not clear and concise ax 
required by NEPA. Consequently, the economic impacts of the alternatives -- a critically 
important component of the DEIS is difficult to understand, interpret, and evaluate. While the 
agencies attempt (o evaluate the market and non-market economic impacts inherent to the seven 
alternatives, the analysis fails to consider many direct and indirect economic impacts associated 
with the proposed project. 


Prior to evaluating the omissions in the economic analysis in the DEIS, an evaluation of 
the economic data presented is both warranted and revealing. The economic data presented in 
the DEIS can be separated into six general categories, value of livestock, value of bison 
viewing/existence values, the value of winter recreation, the value of bison hunting/lethal 

, land acquisition coats, and general expenditures The DEIS provides the 
following information for each of these categories. 


Valve of Livestock: Tables 23 and 24 in the DEIS (at 165) provides general data about 


"The agencies’ dismissal of the economic impacts of the proposed project is reflected in 
its decision to consider social and economic impacts in the same section. Both of these impacts, 
though perhaps related in some respects, warrant independent analysis due to the substantial 
controversy and costs associated with bison manageincat. 
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livestock production and the value of livestock in Gallatin and Park Counties, Montana which are 
the counties which are principally affected by the proposed project * The total number of cattle 
and calves in these Counties was estimated in January | 996 to be 62,000 in Gallatin County and 
58,000 in Park County Combined, thi: represents approximately 4 percent of the total number 
of cattle and calves in Montana. Te ictal value of all livestock and livestock products, including 
cattle, sheep, and swine, in Gallatin anc) Park Counties is $3) 538,000 and $19,685,000, 
respectively, The DEIS does not provile an estimate of the specific value each cow calf 
Operation within the project area Without this data the public cannot compare and contrast the 
value of the cow-calf operations with the value of Yellowstone's bison. The lack of such data 
probably reflects the concern of the agencies of the implications of conceding that the value of 
the cow-calf operations is substantially less than the value of the bison. 


‘The total number of cow-calf puurs affected by the proposed project varies depending on 
the alternative being evaluated Alternative 2 which calls for the creation of the largest SMA» 
would effect the largest number of cow calf pairs (1,119) while Alwornative 5 would not impact 
any cattle operations outside of YNP. The impact of the remaining alternatives falls within these 
(wo values. 


The DELS failed to properly eveluate the economic value of the cow-calf operations 
potentially affected under the most liberal of the bison management alternatives Presumably, 
particularly given the data, this was a purposeful omission to prevent the public from properly 
understanding and evaluating the minir yal and insignificant economic impact of the proposed 
management alternatives on the livestock industry on a County and State level. If this data was 
provided, the feasibility of buying out | »ese producers for the duration of the plan would have 
been clear. 


Bison Viewing/Exisience Valucs: Though no specific studies have been done to estimate 
the viewing/existence values of bison, the DEIS estimates a range of values based on data 
collected for other species found in the park and the popularity of each species to park visitors. 
The bison view ing/existence values are different under each alternative 


Under Akternative |, for example, the value of bison viewing is estimated to range from 
$0 to $9.8 million — a range so wide thit the estimate is meaningless. The value of viewing 
bison was driven by the size of the bison population: the more bison, the more opportunity for 
bison viewing. Thus, if Alternative 5 (\est and slaughter) were implemented, the value of bison 
viewing would decline significantly because the bison population size would be reduced 
substantially. ft is not at all clear how this value was calculated, how a value of $0 could 


As reported in the DEIS, the ©:onomy of Gallatin and Park Counties has changed over 
the past 20 years from a commodity-ex' raction dependence to a more diversified economy based 
on recreation, tourism, and service industries . According to the statistics provided in Table 21 
(DEIS at 163) a minimum of 4 percent and 2 percent of all jobs in Park and Gallatin Counties, 
respectively, are in the farm/agriculture sector. 


possibly exist, nor do the agencies eve disclose an estimated viewing value for an individual 
bison. Moreover, the DIS does not provide a clear explanation of how bison viewing value was 
calculated for each alternative. Thoug ) a specific estimate of the viewing value of an individual 
bison could not be substantiated throuyh the literature, if the agencies had provided such 
estimates, recognizing its limitation, it would have been far easier for the public to understand 
the analysis and to calculate the impac of each alternative to bison viewing value based on the 
number of bison estimated to survive Under each alternative 


In regards to the existence value of bison, the DEIS estimate this value under 
Altemmative 2 to range between $).6 m Ilion to $22.9 millon. Again, it is not clear how this 
estimate was made nor how it is applied to other alternatives. If an educated estimate of the 
existence value of a bison can be provided, even if it can't be substantiated in the literature, then 
it should be disclosed. 


The entire discussion of the vie wing/existence value of bison in the DELS 1s, like the bulk 
of the economic section, so immensely confusing and unclear that i! is essentially meaningless. 
The failure of the agencies to engage in the necessary surveys and studies (0 acquire solid data on 
the viewing/existence value of Yellow done bison, particularly since such studies/surveys would 
not have been exorbitantly costly and + ince the agencies had over eight years in which to collect 
this information, is inexcusable and in violation of NEPA. 


, Winter recreation, particularly snowmobile recreation, 
affects all entrances to YNP differently The majority of snowmobile access to the Park is 
through the West Yellowstone entranc: while the South, East, and North entrances are less. 


on the alternative under evaluation, the impact to winter recreation is variable. 
Alternative }, for example, proposes 0) change in winter recreation management and therefore 
poses no measurable economic impact on the gateway communities. Alternatives 2, 5, and 6, if 
implemented, would result in road clo: ures either to reduce bison emigration outside the Park 
(Alternative 2) or to provide access to various capture facilities located throughout the Park 
(Alternative 5 and 6). None of these a ternatives, if implemented, would impact winter 
recreation access from the South or Eas entrances. 


The DEIS, relying on data colk.cted on the economic impact to West Yellowstone tourist 
expenditure losses during the 1995 federa) government shutdown and the proportion of groomed 
trails in Yellowstone compared to all the groomed trail in the region, provided a low and high- 
end estimate of the economic impacts ssociated with closing snowmobile trails in the Park. 
These estimates ranged from $656,000 to $2.0 million dollar reduction in winter expenditures 
annually in the town of West Yellowst ne, which represents only 0.6% to 1.9% of total annual 
sales in West Yellowstone. DEIS at 249. Based on the information provided in the DEIS, these 
estimates are based on a loss of 2,150 to 13,250 winter visits through the West Entrance of the 
Park, with cach visit representing $153 dollars. Using these figures, the low range estimate of 
loss provided in the DEIS is inaccurate. The actual low end loss estimate is $328,950 (2,150 x 
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153), which would correspond to only 0.3% of total annual sales in West Yellowstone, No 
economic loss is predicted for Gardine , MT on Yellowstone's North Entrance even though 
winter access could he restricted under Alternatives 2, 5, and 6, because far less snowmobile 
access occurs through (ae North Batra: ce, automobile access to the road between Mammoth and 
Cooke City will conunve to be permitted, and because the economy of Gardiner may actually 
benefit from the road closures affecting, West Yellowstone. DEIS at 249 


The DEIS also calculates the estimated median loss non-market value of winter visits to 
Yellowstone Park as ranging from $2.‘ million to $7.6 mullion, The basis for this estimate is not 
clear. For instance, to determine this ¢ stimate the agencies assume 4 range of reduction in winter 
recreation to be between 4,300 and 13,250 visits. DEIS at 252. The lower estimate is not 
substantiated anywhere in the DETS am! is double the low range estimate (2,150) provided in the 
DEIS. Furthermore, assuming the 4,3(0 and 13,250 estimates are accurate, the non-market value 
of a winter visit to Yellowstone would range between | .6 to 22.9 million dollars Again, the 
DEIS fails to substantiate this estimate The DEIS, in fact, concedes that “no estimates ... of the 
current value of winter visits to Yellow stone National Park for snowmobiling and other winter 
activities” is available in the literature. DEIS at 251. 


tools to manage Yellowstone bison. Assuming the estimates provided in the DEIS for these costs 
are accurate, this information is relatively clear and understandable. The agencies, however, 
have underestimated the costs of some of the management strategies, parucularly vaccination, by 
failing to include the costs associated with developing and testing the vaccine and the costs of 
developing and implementing a delivery system. 


Land Acquisition Costs: The D&IS provides estimates of the cost of land acquisition but 
fails to identify how these costs were c uculated. 


General Costs: This category cuvers the remaining miscellaneous costs, including the cost 
of grooming snowmobile trails. 


The foreguing evidence demon:itrates that the agencies have not been completely 
forthcoming, truthful, or accurate in the analysis of the economic impacts of the alternatives. To 
make this analysis even more fraudulent and inaccurate, the agencies have completely failed to 
evaluate many of the direct and indirec| impacts associated with the alternatives. 
examples of some of these direct and indirect economic impacts which are not evaluated in the 
DEIS include: 


L. The economic value of increased solitude and serenity, decreased air pollution, reduced 
disturbance to wildlife, and restoration of natural regulation resulting from the closure of 
snowmobile trails as proposed in Alternative 2. 


Wp 


2. Adverse economic impacts to cther wildlife, including pronghorn, resulting from Uhe 
implementation of the alternati /es 


3, Economie impacts associated with the impact of the alternatives on protected species and 
on the ecological role of anima 5 in the eavironment. 


a Economic impact of management activities, including capture and slaughter, vaccination, 
quarantine, road plowing, grooming, and ssowmobile use on the value of the National 
Park experience separate and apart from the impacts to the bison viewing existence 
values. 


Finally, in Tables 46 and 47 (DGIS at 264 and 265), the agencies provide what can only 
be described as an enormously confusi rg and inaccurate attempt to compare and contrast the 
economic impacts of the alternatives. These tables, as presently prepared, make no sense. The 
origins of the estimates used to calculate the net present values are not provided, the correction 
factor to discount value to 1997 is not fisclosed, and meaning or purpose of the analysis is not 
sufficiently discussed. Moreover, if th: agencies had considered all of the direct and indirect 
economic impacts, as identified above, the results would have been far different. For example, in 
Table 46 the agencies assume that the |oss of winter visitation and loss of grazing resources on 
public lands under various alternatives represent a negative difference from current values. If, 
however, the agencies had considered ihe multiple beneficial impacts of closing roads to 
snowmobile use or of making public grazing lands more available and suitable for wildlife, the 
analysis would have been far different. Finally, neither these tables or any information provided 
in the DEIS reveals the net economic tenefits and costs of the direct and indirect economic 
impacts of the various alternatives. Wi hout that information, the public is left to guess as to the 
overall costs (considering beneficial ard adverse costs) of cach alternative. 


P. ‘The kIS Fails to Properly Eviluaie the Impact of Brucella abortus on Human Health. 


The analysis of this issue in the DEIS overstated the risk of Brucella abortus transmission 
from bison to humans. There has neve: been a documented case of Brucella aboriys from a 
YeDowstone bison to a human. Dozens of people, including outfitters, hunters, Park and State 
officials, and Native Americans have participated in the field butchering of the bison shot outside 
of the Park since 1985, yet no one has contracted brucellosis. This is compelling evidence of the 
remote risk of transmission. Considering that several persons who participated in the butchering 
process did so without the proper protection, including no protective eyewear, no masks, and no 
gloves or the wrong type of gloves (Sex, Exhibit 20), and without any known instruction on safe 
procedures for handling the carcasses, he risk of bison to human transmission must be nearly 
immeasurable. 


The available evidence suggest that, regardless of which alternative is evaluated, the risk 


of bacteria transmission to humans has to be negligible. That risk is even further reduced if the 
personne! involved in handling bison, including veterinarians, agency officials, hunters, etc... 
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Employed the recommended precautionary measures outlined in the DEIS at 295. The DEIS, 
however, suggests thai the risk of bacteria transmission from bison tho humans vanes from 
minor in all Alternatives except Alternative 5 and the second phase of Alternative 6 when the 
impact is alleged to be moderate. Ther? is no compelling evidence to justify the difference in 
risk under the various alternatives, particularly if the precautionary measures are understood and 
exeicised. 


Though the risk of transmission to humans is extremely remote even under the most 
manipulative of the management alternatives, that 118k could be eliminated eatirely by 
implementing an alternative which does not involve any artificial or human-induced 
manipulation of the bison population, such as The Bison Alternative. 


The DEIS idenufies four federally listed threatened or endangered species (peregrine 
falcon, bald eagle, grizzly bear, gray wolf) and three species (lynx"’, wolverine, and trumpeter 
swan) designated as sensitive by the USFS within the project sites. Except for the impact of 
Alternative 5 on grizzly bears, the DELS concludes that the impacts of the remaining alternatives, 
including the preferred alternative, on these protected species includes no impact on the 
peregrine, negligible impacts on the ba d eagle with required mitigation measures, a negligible 
effect on the gray wolf not likely to adversely affect or jeopardize the species, and is not likely to 
adversely affect the grizzly bear. This snalysis and conclusion, however are flawed as a result of 
the failure of the agencies to comprehe isively evaluate the potential impacts of the action to the 
species, and particularly to the grizzly bear. 


The Fund and Ell are concernex! about the proposed project's impact on all protected 
species within the project area, but believe that the impacts posed by each of the alternatives to 
grizzly bears if of greatest significance. Prior to evaluating the impacts of the proposed action on 
grizzly bears, a discussion of the poteniial impacts of the proposed agency action on the other 
protected species is warranted. 


: Several alternative: include the construction of a capture facility at Seven 
Mile Bridge inside the Park which the |DEIS concedes will result in a major adverse effect on 
bald eagles and trumpeter swans in the area. Given these impacts, and the failure of the agencies 
to delineate any specific mitigation meusures intended to reduce or eliminate these impacts, the 


*’The lynx has recently been proposed to be listed as a threatened species. This new 
designation must be taken into consideration by the agencies in any future environmental 
document. 
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suitability and feasibility of these alter: atives, or, at least the placement of a capture facility at 

this location should be seriously reeval sated. The importance of such a reevaluation cannot be 
overstated, particularly considering the lack of substantive and credible evidence to justify the 

management strategies outlined in thos: alternatives. 


Several alternatives also propose the construcuion of a capture facility on public land 
outside the western border of the Park it Horse Butte. This trap is anticipated to potentially 
result in adverse impacts to bald eagles that use and nest in the area. Though the DEIS suggests 
that each capture site may be subject to more site specific analysis prior to construction, i is 
believe that the Horse Butte capture fac ility is in the process of being constructed, or will be 
constructed soon, even though the environmental impacts of that project have never been 
adequately evaluated and no consultation has ever been conducted. 


Though the agencies contend that ensuring that bison management activities do not occur 
within 1/4 mile of any active cagle nes! is sufficient mitigation, the potential for the trap to 
impact eagles regardless of the mitigation measures and the other possible impacts to recreational 
use of the area and to persons that live in the vicinity of the trap clearly warrant the evaluation of 
these impacts in a legally sufficient NEPA document. While the agencies may choose to prepare 
this document independent from the DIZIS, because the capture facilities are part and parce! of 
the entire bison management plan, NEPA requires, as previously state, that the agencies evaluate 
the environmental impacts of the Hors: Butte trap and all the traps proposed for construction 
under one or more alternatives within the context of a single DEIS. 


Wolverine/Lynx: The DEIS dovs not anticipate any adverse impacts to wolverines or lynx 
from the proposed project in YNP”, bit under alternatives 2, 5, and 6, potential adverse impacts 
to these species could occur on U.S. Forest Service lands as a result of displacing snowmobile 
recreation from Y*.P to the Gallatin National Forest. On the Gallatin National Forest, except in 
wilderness areas and areas closed to motorized recreation, snowmobiles are permitted both on 
and off trail. This dispersed use increases the potential impact of snowmobiles on Forest wildlife 
and vegetation, however, the USFS ha: the authority to enact closure orders or other restrictions 
to minimize or eliminate these impacts 


The DEIS, however, fails to identify available mitigation measures that can be 
implemented to reduce or eliminate the se potential adverse impacts. These mitigation measures 
include the closure of large sections of the Gallatin National Forest to snowmobile use and/or 
restricting snowmobiles to the groomex! trail. The USPS has the absolute authority to invoke 
such regulations to protect wildlife and other resources and, according to the DEIS, already has 


“The so-called EA prepared by the USFS on this facility was woefully inadequate. 


**If these animals do occur in YNP, then the existence of snowmobile trails in the Park 
could affect them by facilitating the movement of other predators, potentially increasing the risk 
of interspecific competition for prey. 
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used this authority to prohibit snowmobile us in some big game wintering areas to prevent the 
disturbance and harassment of these animals. 


The failure of the agencies to disclose the existence and availability of such mitigation 
measures may have been an oversight or, more than likely, the agencies intentionally failed to 
identify such strategies in order to influence the public's evaluation of the alternatives and to bias 
the final decision. Again, this is a product of the agencies’ transparent attempts to establish a 
bison management program which results in intensive manipulation and exploitation of the 
bison, while minimizing any adverse impacts on other involved parties (i.¢., cattle producers) or 
user groups (i.¢., snowmobilers). 


Wolf: Because of their experimental, non-essential designation, wolves, for regulatory 
purposes are considered threaiened species within YNP and as a species proposed for listing 
outside of YNP. Consequently, different standarc’s of review are applicable to protect impacts to 
wolves inside versus outside the Park. The DEIS states that none of the alternatives are likely to 
adversely affect or jeopardize gray wolves in and outside of YNP. This conclusion may not be 
entirely accurate, particularly in regard to Alternative 5 which would substantially reduce the 
amount of bison carrion -- which gray wolves may use -- in the Park. 


In addition, the analysis of impacts on this species does not evaluate the implications of 
one or multiple capture facilities in the Park, a vaccination program, or the possible 
establishment of a quarantine facility in or adjacent to the Park.” The confinement of bison in a 
quarantine or a capture facility could theoretically act as an attractant to gray wolves. If this 
occurs, the movements and distribution of the wolf pack may be altered potentially to the 
detriment of the individual animals. In addition, if a wolf or wolves were to attempt to pursuc a 
confined bison, this would undoubtedly create pandemonium, adversely affect the bison, and may 
result in injuries or mortality to the wolves. In terms of a vaccination program, particularly if a 
live vaccine is used, the implications of a wolf consuming the bacteria after depredating a 
vaccinated animal must be evaluated. 


Grizzly Beas: Of greatest concern, however, is the impact of the proposed project, and its 
alternatives on the grizzly bear. As will be discussed below, while the agencies have 
appropriately disclosed relevant information about importance of carrion, including bison 
carrion, to grizzly bears, the agencies fail to adequately assess the direct, indirect, and cumulative 
factors which are adversely impacting the grizzly bear in and outside of YNP in violation of 
NEPA. Moreover, this evidence will demonstrate that, contrary to the findings made in the 
DEIS,"' the existing interim bison management plan (Alternative 1), the preferred alternative 


“These same issues would be relevant to the grizzly bear as well. 

*'The claim in the DEIS that grizzly bears will not be adversely affected if bison remain 
in Hayden and Pelican Valleys is not correct. Though some bison may survive in these areas, 
even in the most severe of winter, the number of bison in these areas decreases significantly as 
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(Alternative 7), and the remaining alternatives, if continued or inyplemented, will resu.i un an 
adverse impact, a talk, jeopardizing the survival and recovery of the species in violation of the 
ESA. 


The ESA requires federal agencies to “conserve endangered species and threatened 
species,” 16 U.S.C. § 1531(cX1). Conserve, under the ESA, means “to use and the use of all 
methods and procedures which are necessary to bring any endangered or threatened species to the 
point at which the measures provided pursuant to this chapter are no longer necessary.” 


To prevent the further decline in the number of endangered and threatened species, the 
ESA prohibits the “take” of threatened and endangered species (16 U.S.C. § 1538(a). As defined, 
“take” means to “harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, or collect, or to 
attempt to engage in any such conduct.” Jd. at § 1532(19). The term “harass” means ""an 
intentional or negligent act or omission which creates the likelihood of injury to wildlife by 
annoying it to such an extent as to significantly disrupt normal behavioral patterns which include, 
but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering.” In addition, the ESA requires cach 
federal agency, in consultation with the Secretary, to “insure that any action authorized, funded, 
or carried out by such agency is not likely to jeopardize the continued existence of any ... 
threatened species..." id. at 1536 (a)(2). This determination must be based on the “best available 
scientific data” jd. 


The grizzly bear in the lower 48 conterminous states was listed as a threatened species 
under the ESA in 1975. The majority of the remaining grizzlies in the lower 48 states inhabit the 
Yellowstone and Northern Continental Divide Ecosystems. The minimum population estimate 
of grizzly bears in the Yellowstone Ecosystem is approximately 236 bears (1993 Grizzly Bear 
Recovery Plan (GBRP)). 


Federal grizzly bear policies are designed, among other things, to “restore and maintain 
the natural integrity, distribution and behavior of bears in the parks: (GBRP at 139). 
Management decisions "will favor the needs of the grizzly bear when grizzly habitat and other 
land use values compete.” Id. at 140. 


ESA consultations can be conducted informally or formally. Informal consultation 
procedures are “designed to assist the Federal agency in determining whether formal consultation 
or a conference is required." jd. at 402.13(a). The trigger for a formal consultation is whether the 
proposed agency action “may affect” a threatened or endangered species. Jd. at § 402. 14a). 
Formal consultation must be reinitiated "if new information reveals effects of the action that may 
affect listed species...in a manner or to an extent not previously considered,” id. at 402.16(b) or 
“if a new species is listed...tha: may be affected by the identified action... jd. at 402.16(d). 


the winter progresses. Thus, when grizzlies emerge from their dens, the amount of bison carnon 
available to grizzly bears is less than what would exist if the NPS completely prohibited 
snowmobiling and trail grooming in YNP. 
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Applying these standards, it is clear that the agencies must now pursue formal 
consultation over the potential impacts of winter use activities on the threatened grizzly bear 


While the direct impacts of bison management activities and winter use on grizzlies are 
limited due to grizzly denning when these activities are most prominent, the available evidence 
makes it clear that indirect impacts may adversely affect grizzlies in and outside the Park. 
Indirect and cumulative impacts result from the altered distribubon and movement patierns of 
large ungulates, particularly bison and elk, caused by snowmobile trail use on the availability and 
accessibility of carrion, the removal of large numbers of bison from the ecosystem through bison 
managemem activities, and due to the declining availability of other grizzly food sources which 
increase the importance of carrion in the grizzly diet.” 


For grizzlies, winter-killed carrion is "an important source of protein” during the crucial 
bear feeding time in the late winter and carly spring after den emergence (Winter Use Plan and 
Environmental Assessment (WUPEA) at 15; Knight et al., 1984). The importance of carrion is 
dependent upon the sex and age of the bear. As stated in the WUPEA: 


tusion from their diet...The viability of the Yell iezly i " , 
survival of adult females. The females, unlike adult males, constantly experience an 
Se one ee Se ay eye 4 ape fm wee 


rates can be expected. (WUPEA at 15) (emphasis added), 


Further support for the importance of ungulate carrion for Yellowstone's grizzlies was 
provided by Mattson and Henry (1987) who stated that: 


Spring grizzly bear habitat productivity in Yellowstone is a function primarily of ungulate 
ggg Ma ote pe ye mgs pa ny 
adult female stizziies in the Yellowsone seees Knight and Eberhardt (1985) have 
identified female survivorship as key 10 the future viability of the Yellowstone 
guizzly bear population. Thus, over-winter ungulate mortality and condition are identified 


as an important regulatory factor, and an area where management might potentially 
benefit the Yellowstone grizzly bear population.(emphasis added). 


The importance of carrion to grizzly bears is indisputably linked to bio-energetics. 


“Air pollution impacts to Park vegetation may be another indirect affect of snowmobile 
use on grizzlies. These impacts may affect all components of the food chain, including grizzly 
bears and other threatened and species, as a result of bioaccumulation of toxins in 
Park herbivores (See, Shaver et al., 1988). In YNP and GNP, however, little research into such 
affects has been conducted. 
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Mattson (in Press) has reported that “ 


approximately 70 and 56 percent of total energr:uc Costs” (emphasis added) for male and female 
grizzlies, respectively. Most of this energy (95%) “was estimated to come from the largest- 
bodied ungulates species (elk, bison, and moose), with greatest proportional coutnbuuions by 
scavenged adult male bison (16%), scavenged calf and yearling elk (10%) and adult female elk 
ptr pe perry ae ap a aap rere J Ovees. mans snd ane 


= (emphasis added). OF the bison carcasses, adult female 
bison “were the mos! consistently and heavily scavenged by gnzzly bears.” (emphasis added) Id. 
Thus, not only is carrion critically important to meet the energy needs of grizzlies, but a 
substantia! amouat of the carrion consumed is bison. 


The availabuity and use of carrion, particularty bison, by grizzly bears, therefore, is of 
critical importance for species survival and viability. Such use, however, is adversely affected by 
human activities and presence in the Parks and on adjacent National Forest land, and the large 
number of bison removed annually from the ecosystem through bison management actions. 


As conceded in the WUPEA, grizzlies avoid humans using roads and developments even 
when carrion is available in those corridors (WUPEA at 15). More specifically, Green and 
Mattson (1988) reported that carcasses 1.5 km away from active roads were used more 
significantly than carcasses within 1.5 km of roads while Henry and Mattson (1988) reported that 
carcass use by grizzlies within 400 meters of the Old Faithful-Madison Junction highway was 
significantly less than use beyond 400 meters (se¢ also Knight and Mattson 1992). The potential 
implications for grizzly survival and viability associated with carrion availability and use are 
even more critical given that nearly half of the carcasses are located within 400 meters, and the 
majority (60 percent), within 1 kilometer of a road (Green, G.L, et a]., In Press). 


, Near human developments, Henry and Mattson (1988) reported that bear use of available 
carrion was significantly less within 5 km of Old Faithful with only 6-7% of available carcasses 
used verses 50- 100% of available carcasses used beyond 5 km (See, also Knight and Mattson 
1992). 


The negative correlation between carrion use and proximity to roads and developments is 
of critical importance to bear survival and viability given that most spring carrion in YNP occurs 
on ungulate winter ranges that are located at lower elevations, near roads and developments 
(Houston 1982). The prevalence of carrion near roads is also undeniably influenced by ungulate 
(particularly bison) use of groomed snowmobile trails as travel corridors. The groomed trails, 
therefore, not only alter the natural distribution and movement patterns of bison and other 
ungulates, but also affect grizzly bear access to carrion, potentially resulting in reduced bear 
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productivity and survival °’ 


Not only are bison and other ungulates atiracted to the groomed roads which may 
decrease the availability and accessibility of carnon to grizzlies, but the groomed road system 
also facilitates bison emigration outside of the Park where they are removed from the ecosystem 
through shooting and capture. Thus, the combination of the attraction of groomed trails, bison 
use of groomed trails, and the removal of lange numbers of bison outside the Park substantially 
reduced the availability of bison carrion for grizziies in and outside of the Park. 


While the availability of bison carrion has decreased due to the large removals of 
Yellowstone bison through management actions, the importance of the carrion to the survival and 
viability of the grizzly population is increasing. This is due to a decline in the availability of other 
principal grizzly foods, including whitebark pine nuts, cutthroat tour, and the army cutworm 
moth. 


In their analysts, entitled “Comments on the Importance of Bison to Grizzly Bears in the 
Yellowstone Ecosystem,” Guather and Haroldson provide important information about the 
decline in the availability of principal food sources for the grizzly and the importance of meat, 
including bison carrion, in the grizzly diet (Exhibit 21). Though the exact origins of this paper 
are unknown, it is clear that the information was in response to a review of a draft of the DEIS 
Among other things, Gunther and Haroldson hypothesize that “ungulate meat from elk and bison 
is an annually important, dependable source of nutrition that may have a positive effect on age of 
first reproduction, litter imerval, and litter size, as well as cub and subadult survival of grizzly 
bears in the Yellowstone ecosystem.” They also indicate that the importance of ungulate meat in 
the diet of » ~zzlies is likely to increase in the future due to the “loss of bear habitat on private 
land as well as the potential loss of whitebark pine seeds and cutthroat trout...” Both whitebark 
pine seeds and cutthroat trout are becoming less abundant foodsources for grizzlies in 
Yellowstone due principally to blister rust and the imerspecific competition with the non-native 
lake (rout, respectively In concluding thei analysis, Gunther and Haroldson state: 


All wildlife management programs that potentially “take food off of the table” for grizzly 
bears, a threatened species, warrant in-depth biological analysis prior to selecuon and 
implementation Due to the potential importance of bison meat to grizzly bears as well as 
the controversial nature, high profile, and importance of this bison management decision, 
we believe that further evaluation and statistical analysis of the relationship between 
ungulate meat and grizzly bear reproduction and population dynamics is warranted. 


Given the foregoing analysis, the cumulative impact of increased development on private 
land, decreased availability of cutthroat tout and whitebark pine nuts, and the removal of large 


“Grizzly avoidance of ungulate carcasses near roads may also cause artificial alterations 
to grizzly movements, distribution, and predator/prey interactions in conflict with NPS grizzly 
bear management policies, possibly |eading to greater human grizzly conflict. 
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numbers of bixon -- represenung critically important carrion -- from the ecosystem through 
management actions is adversely affecting the survival and viability of Yellowstone's grizzlies. 
‘This ts not just a potential future impact which could be mitigated, but it is an impact that is 
presently occurring as a result of the NPS' winter use policies in YNP and due to the existence of 
the Interim Bison Management Plan, 


With this evidence it is clear that the “may affect” standard is clearly met, thus mandating 
that the agencies subject the DEIS to formal consultation with the FWS. Until formal 
consultation is completed, snowmobile use of the Parks and Forests should be terminated.” 
Moreover, the impact of winter use on carnon availability to grizzly bears, which affects bear 
feeding, habitat use, productivity, and cub survival, clearly represents a “take” in violation of the 
ESA 


Contrary to the assertion in the DEIS that only Alternatives 5 and 6 warrant formal 
consultation, the foregoing evidence demonstrates that all alternatives warrant formal review. 
The agencies, however, have yet to initiate either consultation process (Pers. Comm. With John 
Mack, National Park Service). 


Early consultatation on an issue as controversial as this would potentially assist the 
agencies in developing or modifying management alternatives to reduce the adverse effects on 
listed species, but 1 also would aid the agencies in identifying mitigation measures which can be 
incorporated into an alternative design to reduce the impact of an alternative on protected 
species. Most importantly, however, carly consultation prior to the publication of a DEIS 
permits the agencies to disclose to the public the relevant documents (i.c., Biological 
Assessment, Biological Opinion, concurrence letters) obtained from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service which may include mandatory mitigation measures and other recommendations intended 
to reduce the impact of the proposed action on protected species. Public disclosureof these 
documents, particularly during an official comment period, is critically important so that the 
public can not only evaluate the proposed action but can also evaluate and consider the FWS 
findings. 


In this case, the agencies have presumably elected to conduct the required consuhations 
after the public comment period and perhaps after « decision is made on which alternative, or 
which combination of alternatives, will be selected for implementation (assuming the agencies 
don't prepare, as they should, an entirely new NEPA document). Thus, the public will not have 
an opportunity to review and evaluate the Biolgical Assessment, the Biological Opinion, or other 
relevam documents during any official comment period. Considering the tremendous public 
support for endangered species protection, the importance and controversy surrounding the 


“See 565 F. Supp. 1123 (D. Alaska), aff'd, 733 F.2d 605 
(1983) (“If new information develops which indicates that agency action might threaten an 
endangered species, this section will prohibit further irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 
resources until consultation is reinitiated and a new biological opinion prepared”). 
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management and recovery of the grizzly bear and gray wol!, and the critical importance that 
bison carnon represents for grizzdies, the agencies’ separation of the DELS from required 
consultauon prevents the public from being able to understand the full range of impacts to 
protected species, including the grizzly bear, caused by the proposed project and impairs the 
public's ability to submit informed comicnts on this issue. 


Given the foregoing analysis, 11 18 clear that the “may affect” standard is clearly met, thus 
requiring formal consultation with the FWS Until formal consultation is completed, 
snowmobile use of the Parks and Forests should be terminated.“ Moreover, the impact of wimer 
use on carrion availability to gnzzly bears, which affects bear feeding, habitat use, productivity, 
and cub survival, clearly represents a “take” in violation of the BSA. This is not just a potential 
impact that the agencies may attempt to mitigate, but the impact -- the take - is occurring NOW as 
a result of the Interim Bison Management Plan 


A. The Agencies Have Failed to Evaluate the Potential Advere impacts of ihe Proposed. 
Provect on the Historical Character and Resources of the Park as Required by the Nawonal 
Historic P : , 


The National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), 16 U.S.C. §470 ei agg. is designed to 
protect historically significant sutes by ensuring that federal agencies take into account -- and try 
to avoid -- the adverse effects of their undertakings on such sites. Section 106, 16 U.S.C. §470(f) 
-- the heart of the Act -- governs actions that “shall” be taken before a federal agency may 
approve an action that may adversely affect a site that is listed, or has been determined to be 
eligible for listing, on the National Register of Historic Places. It provides that, prior to 
expenditure of any Federal funds, the federal agency “shall... take into account the effect of the 
undertaking” on any site that is included in the National Register.” |. 


YNP contains a number of Instorically significant sites. The DEIS fails to identify those 
sites, but does state that the cultura! landscapes of the Park must be treated as eligible for listing 
on the register unless otherwise documented. DEIS at 299. It also concedes that the NHPA 
requires federal agencies io consider the “location, design, setting, materials, workmanship. 
feeling, and association,” DEIS at 299, when evaluating the impact of an action on a site covered 
by the NHPA. The agencies, however, fail to provide such an analysis of the existing, but 
unidentified. cultural resources in the Park. Such an analysis is required by the NHPA and 
should be disclosed to the public for its information and comment. 


“See 565 F. Supp. 1123 (D. Alaska), aff'd, 733 F.2d 605 
(1983) (“If new information develops which indicates that agency action might threaten an 
endangered species, this section will prohibit further irreversible or irretrievable commitment of 
resources unti] consultation 1s remitiated and a new biological opimon prepared”). 
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OTHER CONCERNS: 


A. ‘The Analyaia of the Inpaets of the Proposed Project on Other Wildlife Species Provides 
Compelling Bvidenes to Bluuinale ibe Sicpbens Creek Capture Facility: 
The DEIS concedes that the proposed project will impact a number of wildlife species. 
including elk, mule deer, predators, and scavengers. The impact, however, on the majority of 


these species is anticipated to be minor, except in the area of the Stephens Creek capture facility 
where the impacts may be more significant. 


Al least one species, pronghom, will be, and is being, severely adversely affected by the 
existence and operation of the Stephen's Creek capture facility near the northern boundary of the 
Park. This pronghorn population, which is isolated, contains unique genetic elements, has 
greater genetic variability than other populations (Lee, Bickman, and Scott 1994),°’ 
and has declined from approximately 600 animals in 1991 to an estimated 220 at present. DEIS 
at 162. The DEIS contends that the “cause of the decline is unknown, but possible contributing 
factors include predation, winter habitat quality, human-caused mortality, and competition with 
other ungulate species on winter range.” At present this population is “at a high risk of 
extinction within the next 100 years." DEIS at 182. 


The Stephen's Creek capture facility occupies 13 acres of “core” pronghorn winter range 
making it unavailable for pronghorn use. DEIS at 283. The majority of this core range is 
located in YNP, but approximately 25 percent of the “population's critical winter habitat lies on 
private land outside the park boundaries...” (Goodman 1996). The operation of the facility, 
combined with other bison management activities may result in a significant impact on the 
population. As the DEIS states: 


Hazing and shooting activities to manage bison in this area might have also had an 
adverse effect on the herd. Pronghorn could be particularly vulnerable to stress caused by 
human disturbance (Autenrieth 1983), and observations made during bison captures and 
associated activities in the winter of 1996-97 indicated that pronghorn were displaced 
from the area extending at least 4 mile outward from the Stephens Creek capture facility 


“Every alternative evaluated in the DEIS includes, at least in the shor term, the 
continued operation of the Stephen's Creek capture facility. The DEIS statement at 283 that the 
Stephen's Creek facility is not included in alternative 2 is in error. 


“Moreover, as explained by Goodman (1996), this population has “probably functioned 
as an intact ecological unit for millenia,” and that “genetic studies are thought to have defined a 
distinct genetic profile for this population.” 


“Despite the precarious status of this population, the MDFWP continues to issue a small 
number of permit authorizing the hunting of these animals 
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(Caslick and Caslick 1997). In addition to displacement, hazing and shooting activities 
could increase energy expendinwzes and could result in increased risk of mortality of some 
individuals. Because of the small size and vulnerability of this population, the loss of a 
tow individuals could have moderete to major impacts on the population as a whole. 

at 283. 


in combination with other foreseeable impacts to the pronghorn population and its habitat 
in the area, the outlook for this population is not positive. As the DEIS asserts: 


Human development of winter ‘ange adjacent to the Yellowstone National Park 
boundary, in combination with increased human activity both inside and outside the park 
could be causing increased dist bance and displacement of clk, mule deer, and bighorn 
sheep from important habitat. “These activities would occur on winter range that would be 
critical for the pronghom population. The current pronghorn population of approximately 
220 animais is considered to be a an unacceptably high risk of extinction due to chance 
events such as weather, predation, and diseases (Goodman 1996). Winter range available 
to pronghorn is limited in size 1nd could be of suboptimal quality due in part to invasion 
by nonnative vegetation into th: Stephens Creek areas. Predation by coyotes might be 
causing a very low level of faw 1 survival, and might also be affecting adult survival. 
Hunting would remove a small but possibly significant number of pronghorn from the 
population annually. These faciors, in combination with disturbance and displacement 
resulting from the presence and operation of the Stephens Creek capture facility, could 
result in a cumulative adverse impact, particularly for pronghorn. DEIS at 285. 


Considering the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of the Stephens Creek capture 
facility, the DEIS concluded that: 


Operation of the capture facility at Stepheos Creek could potentially contribute to a 
moderate to major decrease in the pronghorn population, through displacement of 
pronghorn from a portion of critical and limited winter range, through creation of a 
barner to movement (wing fences), and through disturbance-related increases in energy 
expenditure during the critical winter period. DEIS at 286. 


Purthermore, the DEIS admits that the cumulative impacts affecting the pronghorn could 
result in the “eventual irreversible loss of this pronghorn population.” DEIS at 294. 


“Considering the geographic is lation of this population, its unique genetic 
characteristics, its declining numbers, and the multitude of threats to its survival, this population 
clearly satisfies the criteria for listing a; a distinct population segment under the Endangered 
Species Act. Accordingly, the agencie: would be well advised to evaluate their management 
strategies and decisions in light of the status of this population and its potential for listing under 
the ESA. 


GOR 


Remarkably, despite the signifi ant adverse impacts on the pronghorn population caused, 
in part, by the development and operation of the Stephens Creek capture facility, these impacts 
were not disclosed in the 1996 Interim Bison Management Plan and Environmental Assessment 
which was the basis for constructing the capture facility in the first place.” 


The potential adverse impacts cf the Stephens Creek capture facility to the survival of the 
pronghom, provides compelling evidence to justify the immediate dismantling of the capture 
facility. Regardless of the alleged neec|, to continue the operation of this capture facility when it 
is known that those operations, in conj anction with other activities, may jeopardize the survival 
of this scientifically, historically, and genetically unique pronghorn population, is biologically 
inresponsible. Moreover, considering that this facility, which is inside the Park, violates various 
NPS. regulations, there should be no question that this facility must be immediately dismantled 
and moved to an area away from the critical pronghorn habitat or, preferably, simply dismaatied. 


B. ‘The DEIS Fails to Evaluate Impacts to Other Wildlife Species: 


Although the DEIS provides in ormation about the benefits of bison tree-rubbing, 
debarking, and wallowing on prairie dogs and pronghorn, (DEIS at 148), the environmental 
consequences of removing large numbers of bison, such as in Alternative 5, to these animals and 
their habitat is not addressed. 


As the agencies are aware, the inadequacies contained in their seven alternatives 
prompted the development of three independent aiternatives; The Bison Alternative, Plan B for 
Buffalo, and the Citizen's Altemative. 


Of all the alternatives, cluding the agencies alternatives and the independent 
— " : 
long-term resolution to the controversy sumroundin2 the management of bison and cattle in and 


"in the 1996 BA the agencies concluded that pronghom “may become temporarily 
displaced and stressed as bison are moved from one area to another,” but that the “hazing is 
expected to be infrequent, and such displacement is predicted to be temporary and would not 
significantly affect those animals.” The agencies’ failure to disclose the potential adverse 
impacts of the Stephens Creek capture facility, impacts that must have been known, in the 1996 
EA demonstrates that the agencies do rot engage in an honest and objective evaluation of 
environmental impacts of their proposed action but instead simply disclose and evaluate the 
minimum information necessary, even if not accurate, to achieve their predetermined objectives. 
The disclosure of this information in the DEIS provides even more evidence to 
demonstrate that the agencies must pre are a supplement to their 1996 EA prior to initiating the 
Interim Bison Management Plan during; the winter of 1998/99. 
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ouside of YNP."' The Bison Alternativ > (Exhibit 22) emphasizes the use of natural regulation to 
control the distribution and movements of Yellowstone bisoa in order to further reduce the 
already remote risk of transmission. lt nandates changes in cattle management outside the Park 
inchuding the ¢liminakion of catile graziag on public lands in the vicinity of the Park and the 


to reduce the perceived risk of bacteria transmission. In addition, private landowners within the 
project area are asked to increase their \olerance for Yellowstone bison who may still emigrate 
from the Park. In addition, The Bison /\ltemative prohibits the bunting of vaccination, 
Quarantine, and capute aod slaughier {these magnificent animals. A description of each 
specific component of The Bison Alternative, including an explanation of relevant environmental 
impacts, is provided below: 


A.  Immediauely Close YNP to § biling and Prohibit Trail Groom: 


The enormous environmental inypacts associated with snowmobiling and trail grooming 
were previously evaluated. Needless to say, eliminating snowmobiling and trail grooming from 
YNP would provide enormous environ neotal benefits, would restore natural regulation to the 
Park, would restore solitude and serenily to the Park, and would be entirely consistent with 
Yellowstone's statutory and regulatory obligations.” In addition, such a prohibition would 
provide enormous benefits to a large variety of Yellowstone's wildlife, including bison. 


The bison population would be =xpected to stabilize at a certain size depending on long- 
erm winter severity. The proportional impact of winter kill would likely increase while survival 
and productivity would likely decrease. Though some animals may still emigrate from the Park, 
the number and rate of emigration is likely to decline. Moreover, for those animals who do 
emigrate, the energetic costs of such movement will be higher than at present. 


Grizzly bears would likely benefit from this action both inside and outside the Park. 
Within the park, because of the increas: in winter kill, bison carrion would be available in greater 
quantity. Outside the Park, assuming the agencies allow those bison who emigrate to freely roam 
with minimal restriction, the energetic wosts of trave! io the Park boundaries may make these 
animals more susceptible to winter kill providing an increase in available carrion. At present, 
few, if any, bison carcasses remain outs ide of the Park since all of the animals subject to human 
control are removed from the ecosysten) entirely. 


"'The Bison Alternative does nct address elk management in YNP. lt does, however, 
address bison management in the entirety of YNP, not just on the northern and western borders. 


™The Bison Alternative calls fo: the prohibition of snowmobiling and trail grooming in 
Yellowstone. Though not as complete, a closure of the interior portion of Yellowstone as 
suggested by Caslick (1997) would provide similar benefits and is also worth of consideration. 
In addition, closing the entire Park to snowmobiles except for the road from the South entrance 
to Old Faithful may be another alternat ve which warrants consideration. 


While the closure of the Park 0 snowmobile amy result in an economic impact to the 
gateway communities, that impact is not likely to be significant, and could be mitigated As the 
DEIS concedes, the estimated loss in revenue for West Yellowstone if the West entrance of the 
Park were closed to snowmobiles is, at most, $2 million annually which is only 1.9 percent of 
total annual sales in West Yellowstone. DEIS ai 249. This unpact, though small, could be 
mitugated if West Yellowstone developed 4 aew marketing strategy to attract cross-country skiers 
or otherwise diversified its economy. The impact to the remaining gateway communities 1s likely 
to be even less significant. For Gardiner, MT, and Cody, WY, only a small number of 
snowmobilers enter the Park from the north and cast entrances, respectively. For Jackson, WY to 
the South, its economy is sufficiently a versified that the boss of snowmobile access through the 
south entrance to Yellowstone would aot result in a significant \aapact. Purthermore, since 
snowmobiling would still be permitted on the thousands of acres of National Forest lands which 
includes hundreds of miles of groomed trails, surrounding Yellowstone. the economic impact of 
a closure can hardly be considered sign ficant. 


B. _—_— Prohibit Cattle Grazing and Pennii Unmesinicied Bison Access to All Public Lands 
Adjacent to the Western and Norther Borders of YNP. 


As was previously discussed, the U.S. Forest Service has indisputable authority, and an 
obligation to eliminate public land gra:ing allouments within the project area to benefit 
Yellowstone's wildlife. Though not advocated in The Bison Alternative, the USFS could 
mitigate the impact of these closures by providing alternative grazing lands or by buying out the 
current permittees. The benefits of clot ing these allotments are substantial aot only for 
Yellowstone bison, but for a number of wildlife in the region. 


C Cheoge Cattle Grazing Practice: on Private Lands - Wah Compensation to Affected 
Ranchers -- to Reduce the Alleged Risk. if any. of Bacters Transmission from Bison to 
Cattle, and Acquire These Land 
Bison and Other Wildlife: 


This provision requires the MD OL to establish regniations to mandate that cattle 
producers on private land in the project area, which according to the DEIS includes only a 
handful of producers and approximatel 400 cattle, either agree to: annual compensation in 
exchange for terminating their cattle operation for five years; modification of livestock 
Operations from cow-calf to steer/spayed heifer operations with appropriate compensation for any 
loss im revenue; or construct bison-proc f feaces to enclose cattle herds. implement « mandatory 
vaccination program, and subject all test-cligible cattle to annual testing with costs paid by the 
USDA and MDOL. h makes far more sense to manipulate cattle who are regularly captured and 
handled than to subject wild bisoa to such manipulation. 


The MDOL clearly has the auth rity to establish such mandates pursuant to MCA $8! -2- 


102. If it acted to implement such mar dates, the perceived risk of Brucella abortus ransmussion 
from bison to cattle would be eliminated and the produce: would be fairly and fully compensated 
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for all costs associated with whichever alternative was selected by the producer. Considering this 
emphasis on compensation and the options available to the private land cattle producer, there are 
nO apparent substantive adverse impacts to producers if this provision became law. Moreover, if 
the producer selected the first opuon (aanual compensation in exchange for terminating his/her 
cattle operation) during those five year: , private, state, and federal interest musi attempt to cither 
purchase the property in question or to purchase a long-term conservation easement to provide 
additional winter habitat for emigrating bison. 


R. Ancreaas Landowner Tolerances ot Free-Ranging Bison, 


While many landowners within the project area already welcome bison on their property, 
others are cither entirely opposed to the presence of bison on their property or they express 
concern over potential damage or safety threats posed by bison Tolerance for these animals 
must be increased. This can be accomydlished in a number of ways, including through education 
and compensation. An educational campaign designed to inform people about the ecology and 
behavior of these animals, as well as information about how to safely live with these animals, 
will make bison less mysterious and increase public tolerance for the presence of these animals 
outside the Park. A compensation program, funded by Montana, would also increase tolerance 
by reumbursing property owner for dam age in excess of $250.00 attributable to bison. 


& _DoNot Veccinnte Wild Bison, Vaccination is ical, Prohibitively C 
Wasteful. Unnecessary, and lnefiective, 


The problems and adverse consoqucaces of vaccination were previously discussed. If 
vaccination were prohibited not only would this prevent Yellowstone bison from being weated 
like domestic livestock, but it would abvo save animal lives and considerable money by 
terminating all vaccine safety and efficacy trials and negating the need to develop a delivery 
mechanism for the vaccine. 


E DeoNot Ousmatine Wild Bison Oussantine is lmpractical, Prohibitively Costly, 
lobumane, W asieful. and Unnecessary, 


The problems and adverse conssquences of quarantine were previously discussed. If 
quarantine were prohibited not only wculd this prevent Yellowstone bison from being treated 
like domestic livestock, but it would also prevent needless animal suffering, would preserve 
bison in the Yellowstone ecosystem wtere they belong, reduce substantial legal hurdies for the 
agencies, and save considerable amounts of federal and state tax dollars. 


G DoNot Reestablish a Public Hi at of Bison in Montana. A Bison Hunt is Unsporting, 
The adverse impacts and other problems associated with the reestablishment of a bison 
hunt in Montana. By prohibiting bison hunting, the cruelty associated with this unnecessary 
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population control too! will be elimina’ ed and adverse impacts to the image of Montana, its 
hunters, and hunting in general will be avoided. 


The Bison Akernative not only provides these benefits but it also fulfills the stated 
purpose in the DEIS to “maintain a wil1, free-ranging population of bisou and address the risk of 
brucellosis transmission to protect the sconomic interest and viability of the livestock industry in 
the State of Montana.” DEIS at iii. 


Moreover, though the critena a bitranly and illegally established by the agencies to limit 
the range of reasonable alternatives, Tte Bison Alternative satisfies each of these criteria at least 
as well, if not better, than the agencies’ alternatives. 


For example, The Bison Altern wive will limit the size of the Yellowstone herd, not by 
bullets and traps as proposed by the agyncies and the Citizen's plan, but through natural means. 
By prohibiting snowmobiling and trail grooming in the Park. the Park boundaries will be 
reestablished as a boundary beyond which a few bison may pass but not the number seen in years 
past. By restricting bison movement and distribution through natural means, the alleged risks to 
public safety and private property will ve reduced. Though The Bison Alternative is not intencied 
to eradicate the bacteria (neither are Aliernatives |, 2, 3, 4, or 7 -- the preferred alternative) nor 
does it advocate such eradication, but te agencies can still be commitied to this unnecessary and 
unjustified goal if they desire. The rish of Brucella abortus transmission from bison to cattle, 
which is already extremely remote, wil! be reduced even further since the number and rate of 
bison emigrating from the Park will be naturally restricted. in turn, this will protect Montana's 
brucellosis-free status which, even und sr current circumstances, cannot be jeopardized based 
solely on Yellowstone bison presence ia Montana. The Bison Alternative may cause the bison 
population size to decline, but it would absolutely remain genetically, biologically, and 
ecologically viable. Finally, The Bisor Alternative is firmly based on factual information and 
provides a soluuon which is entirely consistent with the statutory and regulatory responsibilities 
of each agency. 


Given these characteristics, The Bison Alternative clearly represents a reasonable 
alternative which warrants extensive at d comprehensive analysis in either a new and improved 
DEIS or an extensive supplement to the: DEIS. 


Finally, when compared to the igencies’ preferred alternative and the other principal 
independent akternatives; Pian B for Bu ffalo and The Citizen's Alternative, the similarities and 
differences become more clear (See Ta >le 2). 
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As is clear from this comparison, The Bison Alternative provides the most 
comprehensive, scientifically credible, sensible, and humane strategy for resolving the ongoing 
debate over the management of bison, cattle, and Brucella abortus in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. In contrast, Plan B would permit the bunting and vaccination of Yellowstone's bison 
under certain circumstances and does not address winter use of the Park. The Citizens’ Plan, 
which contrary to its name does not represent the views of all citizens, is similar in some respects 
to the agencies’ preferred alternative in that it would permit the capture, slaughter, hunting, and 
quarantine of bison under specific circ. mstances outside of the Park. 


CONCLUSION: 


Based on the foregoing evidenc:, there can be no legitimate dispute that the agencies, 


™Both the Citizen's Plan and Preferred Alternative contend that they will preserve the 
wild, free-ranging character of Yellowstone bison. The Fund, however, based on its 
interpretation of the concept and meaning of “wild” and “free-ranging” does not believe that 
either of these alternatives will protect hese important attributes in the Yellowstone herd. 


despite spending over eight years in preparing the DELS, have failed to prepare a document that is 
legally sufficient. Indeed, its inadequacies are so numerous and significant that the agencies have 
litthe choice but to either abandon this DDEIS in its entirety and prepare a new document or to 
prepare an extensive supplement to the existing DEIS. 


The DEIS is replete with violations of NEPA. Not only have the agencies failed to 
properly define the scope of the analysis, but they have also failed to disclose all relevant 
material, illegally segmented certain acions from NEPA review, failed to rigorously evaluate a 
range of reasonable alternatives, and failed miserably in subjecting the environmental impacts of 
the proposal to comprehensive and extensive analysis. In addition, the proposed strategies 
outlined in the DEIS violate the ESA, lacey Act, National Historic Preservation Act, and 
numerous federal regulations and policies. 


The inadequacy of the DEIS, ard particularly the alternatives offered in the DEIS, is 
clearly reflected in the existence of, at least, three independent alternatives designed to provide 
an alternative strategy for managing Y¢ llowstone’s bison. Of all the alternatives, including the 
independent alternatives, The Bison Altemative, provides the most comprehensive, long-term, 
scientifically credible, sensible, and bu nane alternative for the management of Yellowstone 
bison and cattle in and outside of YNP_ The Bison Altcmative satisfies the agencies’ stated 
purpose and need as identified in the DEIS and warrants comprehensive evaluation in a legally 
sufficient NEPA document or supplement to the present DEIS. Implementation of The Bison 
Ahemative would not only reduce the perceived yet remote risk, if any, of bacteria transmission 
from bison to cattle, but it would do so with minimal manipulation, exploitation, or slaughter of 
these magnificent animals and would nsstore natural regulation to the Park which is entirely 


Finally, the bison management strategies outlined in the DEIS are entirely geared towards 
destroying Yellowstone bison while re;juiring absolutely no change to the management of cattle 
outside of the Park. Considering the re mote, if amy, risk of bacteria transmission, the historical 
role of cattle in exposing Yellowstone >ison to Brucelia aborws, the enormous cost of the 
proposed management strategies, and the fact this entire exercise is based on protecting slightly 
over 2,200 cattle within the project are.a, there is no rational or sensible reason to subject 
Yellowstone bison to such draconian, irresponsible, and scientifically fraudulent management 
schemes. It is time that the agencies, including the livestock agencies, concede that the risk of 
bison transmitting the Brucella abortus bacteria to cattle is so exceedingly smal, if it exists at all, 
that the continued manipulation, expio tation, and destruction of Yellowstone bison is not 
warranted and that a more creative, huinane, and sensible management strategy musi be 
developed. 


If the agencies continue on their current path and decide to implement the preferred 
alternative or anything similar to the preferred akernative without far more extensive 
environmental impact analysis, The Fund will take whatever actions are necessary, including 
litigation, to force the agencies to develop a more honest, credible, comprehensive, and sensible 
management program for cattle, bison, and elk in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments. 


may 


D.J. Schubert 
Wildlife Biologist 


enclosures 


ce: 


(by mail without enclosures) 

Mr. Bruce Babbitt, Secretary of the Interior 

Mr. Mike Finley, Superintendent, Yellowstone National Park 

Mr. Marc Racicot, Governor, State of Montana 

Mr. John Cook, Regional Director, National Park Service, Intermountain Region 
Mr. Robert Stanton, Director, National Park Service 

Mr. Donald Barry, Assistant Secretary for Fish, Wildlife, and Parks 
Mr. Daniel Glickman, Secretary of Agri 

Mr. Mike Dunn, Director, USDA/APHIS 

Ms. Katie McGinty, Chairwoman, Council on Environmental Quality 
Mr. Ray Ciark, Council on Environmental Quality 


Z0 b 


Exhibit 1: 


Exhibit 2: 


Exhibit 3: 


Exhibit 4: 


Exhibit 12: 


Exhibit 13: 


LIST OF EXHIBITS 


Memorandum Opinion in The Fund for Animals, et al., v. Jamie Rappaport Clark, 
No. 98cv2355, Slip op. (D.D.C. Oct. 30, 1998). 


April 24, 1997 Letter from President William Clinton to Mr. John Tarburton, 
Director, National Association of State Departinents of Agnculture. 


January 9, 1998 Comments of The Fund for Animals on the National Academy of 
Sciences draft report on Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area. 


Meyer, M., and M. Meagher. 1995. Brucellosis in Free Ranging Bison (Bison 
bison) in Yellowstone, Grand Teton, and Wood Buffalo National Parks: A 
Review. Journal of Wildlife Diseases, 31(4):579-598. 


1995-1998 Serologic and Bacteriologic Test Results for Dead Bison Sampled 
Outside of Yellowstone National Park. 


Adverse Effects of Trail Grooming and Snowmobile Use on Winter Use 

in the Greater Yellowstone Area with a Special Emphasis on 
Yellowstone National Park. 
July 17, 1997 Letter to Mr. Denis P. Galvin, National Park Service, from D.J. 
Schubert, Meyer & Glitzenstein. 
Memorandums of Agreement between each state and the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture to implement the National Brucellosis Eradication Program. 
February ~ 1996 Comments on the Draft Environmental Assessment for the 


Revised Interim Bison Management Plan submitted by Meyer & Glitzenstein on 
behalf of The Fund for Animals. 


September 20, 1993 letter to Mark Johnson, Yellowstone National Park, from D_J. 


Schubert, The Fund for Animals. 

October 7, 1996 letter to Brace Babbitt, Marc Racicot, and Daniel Glickman from 
D.J. Schubert and Eric Glitzenstein of Meyer & Glitzenstein on behalf of The 
Fund for Animals. 


November 15, 1996 letter to Marc Racicot, Mike Finley, and Dave Garber from 
DJ. Schubert, Meyer and Glitzenstein. 


Ante-Mortem and Post-Mortem Inspection Reports from the Montana 
Department of Livestock. 
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Exhibit 14: 
Exhibit 15: 


Exhibit 17: 


Exhibit 19: 


Exhibst 20: 


Exhibit 22: 


Carcass weight reports from (he Montana Department of Livestock 


Preliminary Report from Dr. Tevaple Grandin and Ms. Jennifer Lanier on 
humanness of bison capture and ransport operation. 


National Park Service information oa bison injuries occuring at the Stephen's 
Creek bison capture facility. 


Videotape footage of the capture and slaughter of Yelllowstone bison in January 
1997. 
February 3, 1997 letter to Marc Racicot from the Humane Treatement Evaluation 
Team. 


Videotape Footage of the 1968/89 Public Hunt of Bison Outside of Yellowstone 
National Park. 


Videotape Footage of bison being killed by state and federal agents outmde of 
Yellowstone National Park during the winter of 1994/95. 


Comments on the importance of Bison To Grizzly Bears in the Yellowstone 
Ecosystem, by Kerry Qusther and Mark Haroldson. 


The Bison Alternative. 
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(will be completed and sen! under separate cover) 
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THE WHITE HOUSE 
Wa SN INOTON 


April a4, 2997 


Mr. John F. Taxburten 


President 
National Association of State 
Departments of Agriculture 


Suite 1036 

1.86 l8ch Street, + ¥. 
Washington, D.C. ooos 
ear John: 
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eoncerne. 


On March 1.8, 1997, «he Bational Park Sarvice, che 
United States Porest | erviece, and the Aninal and Planc 
Moslth Inepeetion dee mat with sap assves et 
the state of Montana te continue devel apnen: ef « leng- 
range bieon —— plen. A qumber of «\texruelives 


» with the endavetendin thet 
“ee aa. nus W ~¥ 


t, ibutfen, her things, address biew: 

population aise and distr on; Clearly difine « 

line beyend whieh bisen wil. net be teleratrd, address the 
riek that bisor pose co ~.¢ wafety and piivate property, 
pretest ‘ivestock from the slek ef bruseiieiic, teet 
the stace ef Monsena from any risk to .se bruceliosis«-free 
status; and commit to che eradication of brueellesi«s from 
bisen and ether wildii 


I hope thie adequately addresses your vencerns. Thanks 


agait for writing. 


5 Lneeresy ; 


Piss Craton 


aw ues 


Oct 56 Ga 


a: wm 


JAMIB RAPPAPORT CLARK, Decnwsuem No 4.) 
Directs, US Path cad Wikdilide 
Servies, o: al . 
lies cin be 
MEMORARD OM OFINION 
hes sae 


ies caatter te nado -e the seam qyee pimatililis exeton fo > prekummmery myuastion 


Cater des and RO ee 6 em peatre ities Geen unc pagel reply Pieumf ore 
(he wad foe Ammmale o gronp onecemmed cath willis mous and Gree tadividuals [ modan® 


arr (he Pedtcres aerate clone Bd wily edmabrhenrting, Gee ferines: conte ot tame os ties come 


Viaint ffs see! two haw te oon eeppte the Gatenéamee Sern EE ting w orges eed Maer i) ihe 


th: popuiatene of Ame inee Hine Mri oo GteweMtend: im tn sete of Wy ueming Afe » 


ew ol Ux parsed’ phomhings as rele Qe rabeneert ime amd the eutire med heretn the coun 


ne idem then phen: ao aatiind wo tee tafpanceten radial hey och 
D age 


Ties anette came’ the prepesed phe: ai Gaderad gorrerumeent tc cedees ctw etme * 
hord of Agperican teene (tiecn} lommed cn Sedueidaets i corte Wyoming Specialty 
the United States Piah and Wilditt Rerutos (7 WS) Unierd Seater Park Service (USPS). astd the 


Seton Fecost Barvioe (NFB) progase toes onqgmeriited bape b= bevhd ithe apertfic tron. 


per hlemde and reserve anne % pedhor the heed atwe The sun! pee Rerewver be mt bee the md 


' The Cort graute the 
Ronor to > 


alg eienyenins 
Sa SS 


soqpest of tee state of Wyoming to imtarvene he 


YELL-14714 contd, 
EXHIBIT 1 contd. 


Gite 18 to bw reduced at oven |) i ukewd be redugel a al) Matias the question bettie this oust 
\e orate Une federw) defedanls have Ptowed Ux wus: preuedures in PRRs wn on ynised 
Aw redets thee cumin ud bison is sertheeten Wyeeing le ardn. %) aaewne tte quebuu 
Mee On| alnads g + 6 torte! hem gpeers denmebyeige: a! Us guages ate vol Od a wel) as ie 
apptcolde eakibit 1m thes are 

‘The area which the busen hove made hues as im ths portrevesmere pan 0 Wyomeng. The 
ares in Question ts cacompassed by the Quand ‘Lenn Peauene) Pet (VINE), the Bridger T ctu 
Mattowal Fores: (BTNP) and ths Nethems! Bik Rotiggs (OER). Around the use of the cuanury, te 
fetal governmem erusted the MIR imucGrwesmes Wyuuing a 0 wiew rem ve fee cih is 
1920, (ne fedena) governement crumed Ge GOIN ap part of te Nettenal Peshs Syvieun darvotty 
adjacem to the NER The NER is managed by the PWS end tho GTP te maraged by the USPS. 
Begasing is apprunioomiy |91). the Stare gourmanest regiemanesd 2 winen fending 
progres on us MER 2s ots  peevtde on edeqed> wean fveduappi; Bech wipe the federn! 
sOveTTEnane hn whee besed op covered fetes. ten cuter! af (het yeas’: ~iite: faedeng progres 
Importentty valy » aaede of mame, sgnce tbe cuypmmban of ur progrum bee the und ons 
hoon cach inet the federe) govermmanst deckhed aot w ete the oh any supplemental feat dunng 
Oe ome 

The buon were csermyneted bes sartrasm Wyomgag & approuiestely | 660 
Uwough over aupaing Bisen ore pevivedpead tafe te: amen 12 1996 wrth» waall bord of went, 
dics This hurd eventaaity seated on teal then, dp 1950, become part af the GTNP Durning the 
\060's the UPS and the Wyerming Gene and Pia) Deparenan (WUD) managed tis eal 
bow of eam Gyough various warbads fp 1968 + partion of thm bess encapet tw tance are 
and thevenfter seorved Gee within Ge confinss gf Ge OTH. Dening tre winte: of 1973-76 
howe-e, the diger muiggrand Reruns: contth tmo Ge: ME Bees Gh Ore the here bes pen: + 
large majority of Vm winters ap the NEA Sametime after 6 bagen mugsating 10 the wom to the 
NER, t: heed dissovwot thr cuppjemanms fed aes tay the ete asc begen foraging on nts 
fond Uniermnasety the nomen enmemmpice of this fene vy te ince dhapieved the off. for 
whom thy feed wer originally mented te ap silam © atuma te prokeem. the NER wmf! 
begae = 1984 to grst out sopememe Grew Imes dor teen ard eft Lase i large par: wo Ow 


evedlemaltey od Gin supyiemmentn) neem brew, dee disuse Dard bes gee smpidly o> hese fl wow 
meanders epproxtmencty 435 antneis. Ths tides) @fouhcets we myemece tb Ges WORLD), 
lave coqainded (pat herd of thts ei gus sovuel domme de wat His curs dicated W 1ebeu~ dw 
ocrmbe of muinete in tte herd Gough os engenines Mame 1 pene oi un phe, 
fd Ube mien! seule sesking exmarguney wqrieyertins 
& Decne 
te demathemaretnats Whar a 

kes urdies fos plaustifie co peeved te thee: exquest bono yoeiteeinery ugunotion taey urust 
orruniey Gee burden of snemmey the foe past test summmisess in Vanbm yin Abesrapeliins Are! 
Treust Conun'y ¥. Holiday Tews, 390 ¥ 2d 841, 042-44 (D.C.:Cls. 1977). Thales for part tot 
requires plenetfts vo Gemmamstrmb thsi (1) they ape Mtaety te wmwesed (0 tes merits (1) tery will 
sufter ureperabée heres if te rapuemtine (5 92! geemied (3) other memremm) parties will moi cults 
substantial here {f den fapencelen i gevemed. end @D) tahunutsve cstie’ is un the public boterem See 
td A fim examtanng the naive seewe te debe ame the coum cements thet plarstiffy leave omeried 
tees: burda Ube coust wi) aww atdeese ena of Bee Retttiay Tome fasears in usr 

Wh Bapatty ato 
A 1 Meedlared od tape sn tan Ween 

ta conjuction with deciding phiteifh BiniBeved of ssupres oe the meri, he cour 
rus cverwe dedmenitatts athe agneses the areteery aust caprinew: vwmadord frend 1 tbe 
Admintewative Pronedare Awt, 3 ULE Geutbew WESKAA) Under tus standard, Ge cou wil) 
oeram any agency dame of be ehteesy. segetoies. mm stoane of dwscretion o: otherwise nor 
tn ecootdance with law.” See 3 U.S.C. § TREC). An qganey cotben le erbiwary and capriciows if 
tre agemey has failed to follow prosadu an veqpsined By lew, ses SU B.C § 7OG(7), or nis 
evtirety filed - amahder ep tegpemen aspen ulin punttiers Se kde Vedends Mdeongecnr ey: 
456» Sate Fearn htetrewi Svteanndtie bemeasess Co +6) 2D, 49 (1983) be tne 
Rene 5 emt reepere On RgeEEy we seretden preteen Aenean te omby robe of Ter aamery 16 te 
tomwe that the agency bes cumaidered the (fecen4 (ny v. Federal Sevings and Loa: Ins 
Corp., 905 F.2d 1050, 1055 (D.C. Clr. 1986) (iteunal quotations cantmed). 

Pisgtti: offer ter spansee © weypen Mek reqeey thr aenrtive rites Fir 


ors 


YELL-14714 contd. 
EXHIBIT 1 contd. 


plata clntm thet Ge federal tefaet ate bere vintmbed tes Netern! While Rafegs 5 yveen 
Admniniowetben Act of 1966 (NWEBAA), 16 U.S.C. § 66Bihl «1 ong.. us amended by the National 
Wildtte Refuge Syeum: improverms Act af 1977 QUWILALA) (both hereinafter collectively 
veduared to as the “vintum”) by not consteuting « cunqpetieaiity stnty wm detennins if the 
Bapptemente) fending progmume tor ath cad Meomam Whes that am woenguliets Wt: i purpon 
of ths Nb Saccnd pieiatilis allege thes the dnfesnl GaQundmnies eve vicdsted the Nets! 
Ravirwamente) Poliay Act (NPA) am. te paphscnemting vuguiestoas by uot performing the 
ruquised wedioe 10 dete te eqant ined ametETOLs inl tepuet of tee wih and Lie frading 
progvems and tho bicen management pam an tho eoosyorens of te OTN?, NER ead BTNF. Por 
bok ol nes rensuns, plabedfit ash the exert w adem fc federn, defendeots from gotag fo wwe 
i the plamed cegepiand hams of Gs tivun on Cuncber 31, 1998 and ste: Gem w comply wih 
> ahepemicae teies meee en resp sete The ert tl odd eas > plement 
ccquenents in we 
& Alleged Vieiation of WUUEAA and WWRBLA 

Platmtiffs allege Met te EWE bes veniued te conte becmuse 11 failed w cer tect 5 
compatiblity study bedure texpiomeathq ottie: ter ath cs the besem feeding programs N's 
woduapaind thet the PW) did mot conan at mad 5 seety Recwuo dhe our unotatioe thet, 
Pureuast wo the atututn, the PWE wes wt segnased te comdnst « emusqpatibilty sity with regards 
wo the alk and/or bison faeding progeme, yieestif sequent for selbe! casas be grounded an puch 
an dheged vielstion 

‘The stenae grunts ibs Seusetery of Gs htecber the euthoutty wm stro any “wer of 2 
refage area en ts competing: with Ge mage pusyenes fhe Whten Ge rehage ~es founded Sor 16 
U S.C. § C68eg dg) (A)(B) The sassae gives autenptes of these “meus” whsch tmcieds benating 
Rahing, public roceestion tad accumu ciation, end qsvem, see 16 U B.C § 40(4)() (A), 0s wall 
we encoenomts for powwertieann, whapher Yn enneh artes pepe amd mis te ib 8 
€66804(d)(1)0) Alnough #16 cine: Gon olde Oe Dened Seer see ony mene w be all 
tacluarve of the wpes of artivintes the fensemry weg permet on 4 refage. Gey G0 emoompas + 
cuemmon lagrediom Tine is, they ae 18 ‘wees’ mupent & be pesftesned b; thin partes o ths 
public Thats Gcfaatuen af “vee is Gare ar otetumnd ny Gs few! Chet Gee etenate speuifisntty 


‘ 


3/0 


Saag fru De nage Hy epi mnces mene ben by peneme autem ives io mummage the 
vatage ace. Bee 16 B.C § 66RGm a) Cletaty, the coming cut of feed lines for oh and bison on 
tae NER bs ant Ge tee of “uno” contmaglated by Ge cetete on bt bs portnemed Wy “poreens 
sete ed te eng: te NIP Bee Cnegpew tee 1 apeken emniguaety WER reagent i. 
seen ues hohe or eerie yieeentd Saltng propre camthated by persons cha yoo 
with managing tho NER. the const anzd “Getty te the agumay’s anspretetinn if it capssenets « 
petmiesibbe conswustion of the cman.” See Ader. Srafals, 936 P. Supp. 14, 17 (D.0.C. 
1997) (quesing Conmane, Padtrerte: of der tos and Publis Citron + Ut Dag | of Neath and 
Wrewnsan Serves, 13 F 34 1497, 1903 (OC Cir. 1836) Aswordingsy. the FW 464 ast vietens 
we N WRSAA oF Ge NWA By Oar dng dhe Rees eet reynived w procs « compactibility 
findarg from Une Seurntary wtih eye: © Ge: scugyicennstel deding programe of the ult und 
teaser oe the NBD 
ls on CORE: tngpetednes 
» Demet wed Ragpatatery !Yee- ort 
Preagetft: aime albags thes dutn tenty bene wohaned NEPA sad it mplementing 
reqguievoms promulgated by the Cogn! ce bavimemenn (Quality (CEQ) (ine of NEPA » 
Durposes i: w seste publ: offauiein en subwceding Go arvwenmeuinl cousequenses of (how 
<ctons ip Bet vem NEPA vegan Os of fecteend eget: pran « deuiied een wh 
pe w aay cugy Metesn) euthem cigs Pomery ofiring be quadiy of Gs hemes wun 
See 42 UBC § 4332(C) This tmahedee ciremmastagees have verueel seperets vations may have 
. cwnuletively cigutieas: ofiest en ths env@nmmam %60 400.) R § 19087767) This 
En 2 ineowr a9 an Revworagnn dé begeo Geasenee (MIB) (hs MIB wien evo he 
nev uneweeanie ssagew of to prapment then (jem snes seve aemueee afore ~teeb 
penne! te erated ceule tar pemposh) w tmtemewens (Y) enenuet ens ot Br poeNs atthe 
(4) eo sulerioemitep beeen bend shar! Gam meee Pens » wr -weenenet aod th: eonbianne wad 
okerwnvene af beng an prodwetvity saad (Tay eerie wed (remevene: semcudte: 
ceermuroen whet would be mwolved @ ‘ee guap ue save shouts 6 be mphemated ‘er 4) 
USC § 43320C)0)-Ov) An egunsy. towever. ang evetd praparing on EBS if it con demonsunts 
tant the proposed ection 90 cotageden spbesinn Yoo 400 7 R 4 1508 4 if a agency Tanase 


YELL-14714 contd. 
EXHIBIT 1 contd. 


ee i Oe 8 colngertoa eneiveh en am cumdbedue Wen Sau propoted estan is But yes ibe! 
aeoteelly vequbred ne MU tum: tee pee y ant pagers ap Heveemeente Ascremmnnm (Rb) 0 
dourwins wWhethes on C18 ts eocmnsary Ses 4 CFR | 190).4(b) Based on vue BA tbe 
sprmey cee! deoneniee whndees om MIB wo eowemesy bee O01 9 BY 10) ae) Whe egnay 
dowreuecs, bared an the RA. a0t wp cor @ast an FER Cee Basan ene o Peding Of Nu 
Sipmabeen imspect (FONSI) enpletaing wity an utes vali tery oo signifienes imapact on the 
cavucomem. See 40 CFR §§ 1901.40), 1508.6. 

+ Cetmgenes Valder: t Mpainds es BB oc Bien Pusliing Progress so tee A 

c+ he peeenet am Ren Sabmatentte wre ccbates thet ao BA ~es neyeered 
conquccet cs, wits Ge Discs wenagnmmen | yin The Oteur camungamem plen comtaims several 
Misparn: tealtey ~tth ste of @. besc  codnods of vedachng He teed sins, winte dicribunes af 
the discs as Mecese waaneygeneet. Pletendlh chee: tet tulmtamte wen vinindion vi My 5 
teases the Meus uemgvenset phase 1): Rihed wo penpesty comsbéer Use otk tans deeding 
programe ‘perafhcelly ydetrefih mileg: et the fooding pougrese we ute = ports of 0 lange 
detcrel pine 0 “gmat tee bheen ne nt cowed ty NEB \ncwdlingly, pimsotifth joes! tm Ue 
Peekay programs was be conshtored ed svete! = eeyEcore «itt te overl) Mem 
mumgenant pier mone RA Datarde nts olive Gneeatelly two arguments 0 Combe plaintiffy 
Clans The coun fluds cotter of tame w be prmsansine. 

Viet, defemdents lee Gat he USPS is ander an obi gaton w comply with NEPA in ihe 
iaeaince because the bison must co beg enndineeed by Go WORD) andi aot by 0 federe agensy 
Vast cherocertaaun, however, isoke my mart 01s undlspates thet aii of me fecern 
sete femme ong eth he WWD hai 2 bend in dovetaping U2 eur mauageent ple te. 
mechaded tints nant. in (het. it wos te YOPD then came to the federal Acfnudiants to sook thet 
sale in dovebopang + plan 0 Geemage te Nine Asuerdingly, ‘wviny bronmr vo UEimesnt 
wonlved te de Gleeson wad ptantg of the tem Ge Sebern! debdamts -mannt new slaus (0 
Reve oy reepemstbiliy ondee NEPA «th vespert to the tumt of the spplemant . treding 
poogenns, See Biderman v, Mevten, 497 F 2d 1141, 1347 (2% Cle. 1974). 

Having conctuded thet the ficere) defercinat: mast compl with NEPA with -eapec’ 0) 
the bison management pier and the slammed men. the oust omgt aridrenses defendants <imm thet 


(ney bave im Mek Comnpibed wih tee queers of VRP +. Mpedithenily. Getuadame pus form 
WO wresoms wey deny were ag vugeired we mated 6 On teen memge an pies HA» tnding 
le emp we the examined av trom ental magpedt of the AR emt bites thedeng pongrems emi 
ee (deem mcagmacm plan Fem def eteme “Onto une cy of Dedlay pougeens pru-emus on 
eomiman of NEPA ond, up such ts coup! Gesx NEPA's uscyivements. Seovad, federal 
defendants clas Ghat the ah 2d bau tenting priya Oat Suptenis su8 G19! programs fros.: 
the Vise manageapem plan end os muci, mend ast be afifvemed permenant to NEPA in tes BA 
cemvawad oe Ut blaor ramnagema, cian fhe as comees agine ofth ether of datnaterte 
pontine 

As’ Gmghoid mame. & te oles: tres NBA does aggly % engoimg agunsy attous 
affeeteng “idhife amt the carvivemes” ansh op the sth und tines feuding progemms Ses ©) Ae) 
v United States, 30 #346 G77, 680-81 Cir. VERE), Lar 4 Respri, 346 F. Supp 389, 393 OLD. 
Fla 1972), Ruverommanan! Defies /ynd v. atind Gamtes Aron. 3247. Sugy. 678, 86. 82 
(D.C. 1971). apertamtiy, kh te reappesies whether such yougmans ware begun before the 
canctment of NEPA See Loe, 348 Supp. ot 383; retromonnal Defense Fund, 124 F Supp 
@ 081-42. In onder for WHPA t be effective, & © eoneutial Ganell agvacy factions. whare 
possible, comply with its mmadates bee Cahere Cligh Coordination Committe: v. U.5. Atomic 
Snargy Comvntasion, 449 F 24 1108, | 114-16 (RAC. Cis. 1971). Purticulanty, since Congress 
intended for comphiancs with WHPA try federal agemetes 00 bo w tee “fullest exten possible” 
sash agony mart uremia & pregreim wt ‘wveqy Mage whey m cverel| hatemmag cf 
TOvironneeta: «od hen cevireenem fase temppvageiens gee wher sheretue might ve uate 
D the proposed ecthun t mbnamt «@ ctwcemeete! cose Bre Moseover the tere “aston 
thn CRQ -agulations ttpler-reng NU) + « duimed os aeonmparsing bot: ase and esatinuing 
eotivinies.” See 40 CPR § 1908.18). Heme, Ghee PWS exteese decision every year whether w 
food o1 aot feed the afb, how emnah to fond thems and whose w phevs the feeding eos Such 
nary cuntanuna’ end deer aioe to * “waiemeing off eavisnemente eral nus envirosmnean: 
factons" whan the agency dentdes annually how dhe: years’ Ceading program will progres. Ses 
~olvert Cie, 449 F.2d at 1114-18 Acoondingby, it connmt be credibly axgued that the otk 
uuplecrntal feeding program dots pot lend funif to cempitanse with NEPA ¢ environments: 


7 


YELL-14714 contd. 
EXHIBIT 1 contd. 


snvcommes requisasens: Osusequetl) Mes comm Cuntieees teat Ms lat Oe ok ath eng 
prograa pro-Gated ths enactum: of NEPA dour ast casas Ge MWS Gran wut cdo, 1 wo th 
oo menngesmendt phen BA 

edeminats een urges teat the ok amt biden Redey poageEs are supers and ditinss 
trum the bieve sumngeseet pin esd @ edb used an be eamsdaped in ths noun emmagomce 
plea LA Bowever defendants ows sinters us ee2 os Qe eppiiootis lew, imac! tie cow 4. 
concede OCner wipe. 

fan ageany w uvelved te boven) au whee, commintowety, have 4 exgnifiom vp : 
~p tee ap 17 erment, hen Gases actions Quuld be cousidugsd te Ge comme eovirosmensn 
@ocunem. See 40 CFR § 1908.28) Addieually, Meguasy ations ae simile in that 
Ucy share LOMMmOS ontng or grageapt y cmb wences Cass alm be addvecsed u the xasne 
eovircamentn docemmean ss os w eneve: aduquetdy nds combined impacts fev 40 CFR f 
1908.25(a)0) Imporvandty. ap aguacy many ssteugmen: attines & ugrensonabty restr the 
oy: ot Gre eavironapente! revee pen nes Ber Prorahamnse af Been: Trends chia. | S¢ 
F.24 143, 199 (.C. Cie. 1985). 

Lo the curvent ramus, it te endie puted thse thy otk feodiag program, the tnenn feeding 
progsen: and the bison mamagament phar ail tke gince tn Gn canes geogmphic ares Nis equally 
evident from defendants owe suite ices Gat the oth Moding program hee + profterd effec: we 
the bison hewd See Jecksve Bieva Mad Leng Tham déamagemont Pus of 35-36. in finet, it is 
wdueponed tha: tee fine) escrmmomderens ws Gav tarce ceauyguaee plan adeedt) Ri (he clk 
feeding progsamm will comtus & brs fate t beccuiiessd msmannging Ge bier tne ta 
\coondingity, all @aree of theses acthems Gp oh hardens pragrma, dos binee feeding progress and 
ew on mempemsene plan dwelt bec been countered tagetun othe: Msor samregqeences pie 
+e tet dee mvolved agencies cub) Gerenebes Gs sunwbined mupect of the arogrmps Tbe 
cum: 9 chene Get the BA subssined 1 Ge Elnen aemengeement ples doer ao: consider the 
commnedt ae hronmental tnpee af Gree Qxer Gens Therefor: todas éefeetoms am i 
vielution of NEPA. See Prev! Por Antnais ». Magy. 884 F.Supp. 142, 150-31 (D.D.C. 1993). 
Applying toe wanderd discemed vert- (rq Miwor Malta: Mimagic.wers 455 6 the ooUr 
conaludes ths dedmudents tadhure Ww side wy the stricveres of NEPA ondery thetr tert rvicr 


arbre apd Capen weal se veninione of Ge APA 


2 Weeeyrcclinnn Mere 

P etaas cones uss comments tie, dwell Une cow t doable es. wo ame: the injunet ve 
roel they soak, pimasitis ~ovbd extifer we irvepantiote batman Sev Movidiny ious 350 F id ot 
542-44 In the present cape plattiiild bows oat this bunds, Plabaiif® sve shown two Hyper of 
sgyues, aoth of whack woub! ant be redpeiteavitheet sponte rebel First us th procedum 
inpury caused by dedundemts Maher w comply Wb NEFA Although ouch as ug uy cannst 
Mao0 aluns as the baste fix 2 finding of repamtds harm am Pred Por Anwenls < Kay 6)* + 
Supp 142,151 210 (DD.C. 1993), plessiiieten have ales Gemenswates they woud culle: 
ihe woperets nqvetey Gaowld iegqueosUve seliet a on goad Kes woere chow fom 
sadividue! plabad ff live near and enjoy to bines ia the OTR, MER and BYNF. The individual 
plmintiff: ajo) cbenrving, photogephing «ad guaralty aur asmewing with the ssmele /. 
leas one of the indivichen) pinta has te te pest weenie oem Giswunces wo Ge OTN. NER 
and STNY for Gu wumposs of vbwarving aa! viniling wil @c basen and has stated on .nteut 
contaue ty dc so un the ftare Accurdingty, 1 bb ae wnsees unelbhe for tease individuals mle 
Unat seeing of even contmenpiating the type of Mastenent af the tiege mhores Mm ac cryani2e hun 
would couse then to sublu: an sretbots: styuty Ghe 1 ext oo rqemmshe in money demage Sex 
td al |S] Ascordingly. the Goumbenehios wf fer nQury exifneed by plamntifh dus 10 federal 
orfendents prucedura! tuther te comapty with MAYA and Gc sawhetk injury the intrvidus) 
pluaTs wuld sfikes from sookag of comtmnglening ¢.: Minen bang kilied in an organined huni 
leas the 2our « oretute Cet er pleats mows emp Iben troden of Aeonsrreting uw 
mreenace of an ieapareble harm dhovid the commrent gens byamcive relic! tes tt 

A Oubsemmtia) Hee © Other bemestes Parties 

he ned ey ote weiivrtes teat etter aerate prety: emld satis nur metie! 
sarte doh tbe coun tse an ageroien eapuineny the tedcal drdendeute from yoy forward 
with thaw pler to reduee the bbheon herd AD of tee axppoesd masequamaes that tho federsi 
dotendeat urge would cecur sheabd the tens temt net ge ferwned are spevubative. Fleet, tee 
danger of the bison Kiely causing om cutbeek of trusefiods is wot sgsported by the reonrd. Di 
Margaret Meye: » reepecand exqpart i the Seld ef votenem) pubhe health and brucellosis 


cis 


YELL-14714 contd. 
EXHIBIT 1 contd. 


infection who .s thant hes wits the teigty ) and deems vente of thee Jewtsoy Hole bison. sues x 
hes declaration Gaal tae rivt. of Ger biew, had dufesing cine: Uvesmek 1s “vernoer® wed Uncre is 
vertandly po tit of festion w buses Siew Dertasetine ad De. Margares Mvye:, Bb. 9, 
Pimsttis Dayly Second. te afey is cans cuties’ ty Gutetmets aoc we few wie) UVING 
aso roads and lan papuineed exeas am eutivety gpeculaiive. Cives the smal} cumber of animais 
Chat wore scheddied w be tice is the \deen bent, the esas camnsi conciads that heaving 15-40 
“@cse” bison in tas herd will incyense the already tolnahic Guiks encocisved with the insvimble 
ineeplay herwoen inanene aad bison ta will cwas ov lang ws 0 bison herd of any ste: remains io 
tus area Consequently, the court com: dudes tat other mesvested parties wil) ext be subjected to 
woeentie: erm ewubd the cow wen the pews enbeet engin wy plaka 

4, Publi: tatecet 

‘The lest hurdle thet plati@ih «cst abvey bebesr Ge comers uty inswe mjunctive relief b+ 10 
demonstrate thet aacth rattad is in Ge preiic Gemibes. The recosd ss this ones revesis at cas two 
yeasons sau wing set tie publi: interes t wwald te served by the sour enjeinmg the fodarei 
daferisats from going Serwerd with ts bison heat Piru, tes public lntapest expressed by 
Congress’ wos fruswated by ths Seders| defendents act comgiying with NEPA. Therefore. thy 
pudlic uiasent would be served by mn ing tae Sederai daftesduast eddpuss the public's expresesd 
environmental concerss, as ancempan ed by WEA. vy complyng wah NEPA s requimcun 
Ses Pund For Animate, 814 P. Supp. at 133. Seanad, dee public hus u ganerel interest in “the 
mecuculous complioncs with the ley by pulls efibeiats See J Tharwlinwe, afte senmdmiay the 
torality of the cirevensiances and cond orting ¢ tixtancing ter afte equities the cour! concludes 
tee i 19 te tae public emvest for the court 0 tana: the injrenctivs velba! sougie by plaintiff. 

TV. Comstnsien: 

Tor the renee sisted in this recnocendem epimdinn, te coor will gree the pisincift 
reques vo enjoin the federa) defenden » freee billlieg oc vtrw-wine allowing the destrurdon of 
visoe pursuant to the nana menage wt plan pending cormmplianes by the MGerui defendant ett 
NEPA A sapecete order cutiining thy: qpecific: densi of the injunction © heing rarund 
ocessmpommmpously wih this mamean odan opmion. 


S543 


Dam October de 416 


Sci 


SUOLINIYSU] [DUOLIDINPY puv uoyoziuv3icC) 


wv 
oe 
be 


YELL-14714 contd. 
EXHIBIT 1 contd. 


yon THX easTmeCE OF COLUMLA 
Pued For Astmals, ot ai 
Civil Aation Mo.: 980v2355 (RMU) 
Jemmee <a Mee ates Lrocomsevaant Moe PILED 
U.S Pish end Wildli® Bervies, o «i, oct 20 wes 
onose ttl Sahorate 


bor the reasons states, io tt com! s Mesmermadums (sphunon eopereiy au 
coomanyremsowsly sacensed wnt semaed debe GO diy of eitote VR nccetn 

ORDERED thet pintatii> ssetion fo: o praktmimary tfuaie Ge fen iag be and 
hesehy le granted in part end Geniad io pare, Rie 

FURTHER ORDERED thet Oe tetuet Gefendents Gah coumpiy with the Naxionel 
hv wonmenad Poluy Aci Dy prepesing a hevewnmmmmtal Ase = environmenia. 
Lnpet Ta commpmcctng to combed coviremamrum i = oli and Mew 
nippiaensnta! treding progress wad ths heattpoe Ghee Het img iu oregement Plan ni 

VORTHER ORDERED te: Ge tuderst Getenders: ov exposed from killing of aikowing 
the destruetiue of bievse pursues w the ‘ectrses Bésun Mant omg Ferm Manageroant Vian wrt, 
Gacy nave Lomplies wth Gee Mattoo Kewwenemmepe Fics 6) ao cnaditimed te thee eden 

VURTHER ORDERED plstesi(s’ mqeest for = beerag on thet: motion be and hereby ts 
depeed ond tis 

FURTHER ORDERED that the sate af Wyoming's mapposed motion 10 intervewe be 
mad bere 19 granted 


fA THE FOND FOR ANNALS 18. 


Cleveland Amory Hekh 


—an 


National Academy of Sciences 
2101 Constiution Avenue, NW 
Washington DC 20418 


Dear Ms. Paulson: 


On behalf of The Fund for Animas (The Fund) | submit the following comments on the 
prepublication draft of “Brucellosis in the Greater Vellowstone Area,” (Report) recently issued by the 
National Academy of Sciences (NAS) We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments and ash 
that they will be fully considered during preperation of the final report 


Generally, after a careful review (f the report, The Fund believes that the Report is in need of 
substantial revision to correct deficiencies in the analysis of this complex issue and to remedy the myriad 
of contradictions. unsubstantiated facts. and the pro-|ivestock bies thei permeates a majority of the 
document That is not to say thai there wus no useful or information contained in the Report. 
only that the bias, errors, and comtradictio 1s im the report make ut virtually meaningless and will render it 
essentially useless in future efforts to fird a scientifically sensible, realistic, and legitimate means to 
resolve this dilemma. 


The Fund. however. is not surprised by the poor quality of the Report Despite the alleged 
respect and notoriety associated with the NAS. its effort to avoid complying with the Federal Advisory 
Commumee Act by not establishing « full- edged committee to address this issue has contributed 
sigaificant!, to the poor quality of the ans lysis contained in the Report. The concern and opposition 
ra'sed by The Fund and other organizations about this two-principal investigator methodology carty 1 
the process has now been confirmed If the NAS had complied with the wishes of the Secretary of the 
Imenor and formed a full-fledged commi tee to investigate this isewe, The Fund is convinced that not 
only would the Report be of higher quality and more useful. but that the expenditure of over $200,000 
taxpayer dollars would have been justifie-. 
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This critique is broken down into two sections Section | contams general criticisms of the 
Report the process used to prepare the Keport. along with providing » more detailed response to some of 
pe ay 7 ty aie Section 2 provides more specific criticisms of the language and 
analysis in the Repon 


Thank you for the opportunity to submit these comments 


Rocky Mounvain Field Coordmmator 


B/S 


SECTION | 


Hased on as review, The Fund for Anunals has identified the following general concerns w ith 
the Kepont 


° Scope of the Report has been independently and arbitrari!y extended wo inchude (ie human 
bruceliosis, natural regulation, mmpact of trail grooming on bison demographics) that were not disclosed 
in the ongina) questionnaire Cee Se een eee ae 
did not have the opportunity to fully these issues in their response to the quesionnaire 


This decision to extend the scope of the Report 1s not entirely consistent with the contract between the 
NAS and Department of the interior (DOI) nor is « consistent with assurances provided to The Fund by » 
NAS official While the contract included categories of analysis thet were not addressed in the 
questionnaire (1 ¢ . bison population dynamics and its relatsonshep to brucellosis, other issues (1 ¢ human 
brucellosis) were nether cited in the contract 1 questionnatwe 


The contract specified, however, that the Report was intended to be |umited to those issues where the 
NAS has “specialized scientific and technical expertise.” Contract at Aructe 11 A |. This is consistent 
with the NAS 5 verbel assurances to The Fund at the beginning of the Report preparation process 
Instead of complying with the mtent of the contract, the NAS and principal uvestigaions have included 
ww the Repon a number of management recommendations These recommendations should be removed 
from the final version of the Report since they are not consistent with the original intent of the Repo. 
the contract. and are inconsistent with the assurances provided to The Fund The recommendations that 
should be contained in the report should focus solely on screntific research needs for the purpose of 
resolv ing this issue in a scientifically sound and humane manner 


° The Repon contains a number of comradictions. inconsistencies, and unsubstantiated facts in its 
analy sis of various aspects of this issue The frequency of such flaws im the analysis suggests that the 
Repon was modified, perhaps significant!y. prior to release to placate concerns expressed by the 
Report s reviewers Indeed, « appears that what may heve been a much clearer and concise Report has 
been modified m a manner that has made i far \ess readable and replete with flaws, many of which are 
identified im Section Il of this critique As « consequence, the Report will not reduce. and may increase. 
the level of polanzation between agencies and imterest groups involved in this issue. A careful edit of the 
Report by shilled and knowledgeable editors must be undertaken to remedy these problems in the Report 


° The Report is clearty biased in favor of the cattle industry As admitted in the Report. its 
preparation was guided by the recognition that the federa! government's demonstrated concern that 
“brucellosis poses « potentially great-loss situation in terms of potential economic consequences and 
possible human health effects.” Report at ES2,29-32 This statement reflects an inherent bias in the 
Report in fevor of the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) and domestic livestock producers Such 
a bias. regardless of what the economic and human impacts of brucellosis may or may not be 1s entirely 
inappropriate and serves onty to denigrate the integrity of this report. This bias neglects to recognize the 
histoncal, aesthetic, scientific, and spiritual importance of bison to the American public, including 
Natrve Americans. In addition, Yellowstone National Park (YNP) and its bison have an economic valuc 
which 1s not considered im this Report It is entirely unprofessional and unacceptable for the NAS and 
principal investigators to consider the so-called economic impact of brucellosis to domestic cattle 
without pro, ding the same consideration for the economic velue of bison and YNP The Report musi be 
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revised to remove the clear bias that permeates nearly every section of its analysis of this complex issue. 


* The Report does not provide an objective analysis of the complex scientific issues which define 
this debate This lack of obyectivity is a product of the inherent bias of the two principal 

and of the lum itations of the two-principal investigator methodology Both Dr Cheville and Dr. 
McCullough have biases which are reflected in different places in the Report 


De Cheville, because of his long employment with the U.S Department of Agriculture and his 
tavolvement in Nations! Brucellosis Eradication Program (NBEP), has not extensively studied B. abortus 
ia wildlife, but he elso appears to be unwilling to accept the possibility that B. abortus in bison may not 
be mimetic of the bacteria in domestic cattle. 


Dr. McCullough, in addition to admitting at a past meeting of the Greater Yellowstone Interagency 

Brucellosis Commitee (GYIBC) that he is not an expert in brucellosis, does have « bias against the 

ED OS EET ee This bias is reflected in certain sections 
the Report 


Had the NAS established « full committee to prepare this report, it is unlikely that the biases inherent in 
using the two-principal mvestigator methodology would have been es noticeable with a full committee of 
objective experts. 


° The Report's analysis of the impact of groomed trails on bison demographics is enurety 
wsufficrent and reflects a gross misunderstanding of the complex ecology of the Park and its bison and, 
most importantly, the direct and indirect effects of groomed trails on bison movements, distribution, 
habriat use. and population dynamics. The assessment is fundamentally flawed because it assumes that 
the alleged constant rate of incremental change in the bison population over time -- both before and after 
bison began to use the treils -- demonstrates that the trails assert no substantial influence on bison 
demographics In reality, when the same date is evaluated over shorier increments of time, and in 
relationship with other variables — including wimer climate, the impact of trails on bison behavior. bison 
feeding ecology. bison population size in relation to habitat availability, and the mcrease m bison winter 
habitat within Yellowstone resulting from bison use of the trail system — it becomes readily apparent that 
the groomed trails have caused and continue to cause substantial changes in bison demographics 
Indeed. the rate of growth in the bison herd, its expansion beyond Park boundaries, and the constant rate 
of annual incremental change is, contrary to the Report's conclusion, primarily attributable to bison use 
of groomed trails. Finally, without a control group for comparative purposes, the entire foundation of the 
NAS argument is flawed, because it is besed on the wholly unsubstantiated presumption: that the bison 
demographics would not have been different even if wails were never groomed in the Park. 


SECTION 2 

Page Line(s) Comment 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

ESi 45 While the need for forage certainty influences bison movements, the 


accessibility of the forage is of greater importance in influencing bison movements. As written, certain 
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interests could interpret this statement to suggest thai there is not enough forage in the Park to sustain 
bison during the winter. Regardless of how much forage is in the Park, if it is not accessible, then the 
bison must move to an area where forage is more accessible. 


ES! 612 Unlike many of the peer-reviewed scientific articles written on brucellosis, the 
Keport does far better in utilizing the correct terminology |n certain mstances, however, the terms 
brucellosis and Bm is abortus are misused. Brucellosis, for example, is not transmitted between 
anomals, bui B. abortus is. If B. aborius is transmitted, it may or may not result in brucellosis depending 
on a number of different factors. While ii may be common veterinary periance to use the term 
brucellosis so freely, it is not accurate. 


esi M4 | am not aware of any involved in this debate that has ever claimed 
that “no management” is needed. The Fund, for example, advocates the implementation of « legitimate 
and widescale natural regulation policy Though natura! regulation is frequently referred wo as “hands- 
off” management it is still a form of management. Groups like The Fund are not opposed to 
management, per se, but believe that management programs must be based on sound scientific evidence 
and must be humane. 


ES2 39 Brucellosis in humans was not part of the original scope of the repor and all 
references to it should be deleted from the Report. Human brucellosis is not « serious human health 
issue and, with proper protection, can be avoided altogether by slaughterhouse workers, hunters, and 
veterinarians The inclusion of reference to human bruce|losis in this report misleads the public into 
believing that human brucellosis warrants concern. This tactic has been utilized before by both the 
USDA's Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) and the State of Montana to engender 
additional public support for their anti-bison policies. This information reflects the APHIS bias that 
permeates the Report. 


ES2 11-32 This entire section should be removed First, the alleged regulatory suthority of 
APHIS in implementing the National Brucellosis Eradication Program (NBEP) has nothing to do with 
the heading of this section “Characterization of Brucellosis Infection.” Second, such regulatory language 
is not consistent with the original iment and scope of the report which was intended to be limited to issue 
in which the NAS has “specialized scientific and technical expertise.“ 


ES2 12-14 Cattle from brucellosis-free states are poi tested routinely for brucellosis as 
suggested here Since more than 40 states are currently brucellosis-free, the majority of cattle shipped 
imierstate in this country is not tested for brucellosis before shipment. This error, though small, suggests 
that even Dr. Cheville, who worked in the NBEP for most of his career, doesn't completely understand 
the regulations governing this program. 


ES? 16 This statement should be clarified to specify that “infected herds” means 
“infected cattle and domestic livestock herds.” This more clearly reflects the legal authority of APHIS. 
ES2 20-21 The goa! of the NBEP is to eradicate brucellosis from U.S. cattle and domestic 
livestock herds by 1998 Under its existing brucellosis regulations, APHIS can only designate a state as 
free of brucetlosis if no brucellosis is detected in cattle or domestic livestock 9 C.F.R at 4781. If 
captive bison are designated by state law as “domestic livestock.” then they would be covered by this 
regulation. If they are not so designated, then they are not covered. If one or more states do not 
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designate cuptive bison as “domestic livestock,” then these herds do not necessarily have to be free of 
brucellosis for APHIS and the livestock industry to meet their eradication goals. in addition, though the 
Report indicates that only |2 cattle herds remain infected in the United States, 1 does not designate how 
many captive bison herds remain infected. This information should be included. 


ES2 29-32 AS previously indicated, this statement clearly demonstrates that the Report docs 
not and cannot provide an objective and fair review of this issue. The fact that the alleged economic 
consequences of brucellosis to the cattle industry and the perception of possible human heath effects 
have influenced the writing and preparation of the report reflects 2 serious bias in favor of livestock and 
against wildlife m the Report. This bias could have been avoided had the NAS established a full-fledged 
committee to prepare this report. 


In addition, though it suggests that “brucellosis poses a potentially great loss-situation in terms of 
potential economic consequences and possible human health effects,” the Report provides absolutely no 
ev idence to substantiate or quantify these claims. What is the actual economic impact of transmission of 
B. aborius from free-ranging bison or elk to cattle to the affected producer, and the industry on a state 
and national scale? For years the livestock industry and State of Montana have continued to make 
similar claims, but no one has ever provided any valid economic analysis that quantifies what those 
impacts might be. 


Similarly, what is the risk of humans contracting brucellosis from elk or bison in the Greater 
Vellowstone Ecosystem (GYE)? Despite years of elk hunting in Montana and Wyoming, and though 
thousands of bison have been killed and butchered outside of YNP by hundreds of people, only one eth 
hunter may have contracted brucellosis from contact with an infected animal. This evidence, albeit 
anecdotal, suggests that the risk of human infection from bison or elk in the GYE is insignificant and 
should not be considered in devising elk and bison management plans. 


Finally. it is inappropriate for the Report to consider the economic impact of brucellosis to the cattle 
industry without providing equal, if not greater, consideration to the economic impact of the continual 
slaughter of bison on the tourism industry of Montana and Wyoming, the economic value of YNP as a 
scientific research resource, and of Yellowstone bison as a critical ecological component of the GYE If 
economics are going to influence the Report, then the entire economic equation should be considered not 
onl one variable in that equation. 


ES2 27-28 Though a state's refusal to accept cattle who may be infected with brucellosis is 
a concern. the actual impact of such a concern is debatable. In Wyoming, for example, several cattle 
herds have been found to have brucellosis since the State became brucellosis-free yet none of those 
imcidents ever resulted in sanctions on Wyoming's cattle. Only recently, as e product of a concerted 
efloui by State Veterinarians to increase the pressure on Wyoming, has any state imposed sanctions on 
Wyoming's cattle even though no brucellosis hes been found in any cattle herd since 1989. Thus, state 
sanctions are not guaranteed just because brucellosis is detected in cattle. 


ES2 37-38 lt should be clarified that this statement is based on what is known in cattle and 
may Or may not correctly represent what happens in bison and elk. By failing to provide such 
clarification. this statement will be imerpreted as applying equally to cattle, elk, and bison despite the 
faci. as the Report acknowledges, that mosi of what we know about brucellosis is from research done on 
cattle (Report at 5;12-19) and that cattle, bison, and elk are dissimilar. The lack of specificity is a 
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common problem throughout the Report and shouby be corrected. 


ES2 #4) While this statement may be accurate for cattic. there samply 1s not enough dats 
about the relanonship between infection in the lymphoid tissues and infection m the reproductive system 
or mammary glaad in bison and perhaps clk wo suggest that the same statement is applicable to these 
species. If anything, particularty for bison, the date bemg collected by Drs. Roffe, Aune, Philo, and 
others on live bison and dead bison from the GYE suggest that there is not a strang correlation between 
infection mn lymphord tissues and infection m the reproductive system o: mammary gland Thi 
statement must be clarified by indicating that thos is what is known from research on cattle but 1 may or 
may not apply to bison and elk. 


ES2/3 43-1 Blood tests detect antibodies which are present as a result of an existing or 
previous infection While some previously infected enumais may uiumately clear even the antibodies 
from their system, to suggest that the blood tests only detect antibodies from infected anunels is 
misleading since animals who are not infected and who pose no risk of transmitting the bacteria may alo 
test seropositive for antibodies to the bacteria. 


ES} =: 18-20 While chronically infected anunals may contain only small amounts of the 
bacteria. the culture techniques being used would determine whether there is a high or ‘ow likelihood of 
detecting the bacteria thai is present. In the case of many of the killed Yellowstone bison sampled last 
winter, for example, APHIS utilized a more ngorous cubtere process which involved culuring the entire 
lymph node or other tissue sample which maximized the likelihood of detecting the bacteria. As 8 
consequence, with this more rigorous culture process it 1s difficult to believe that the bacteria would be 
missed even in chronically infected animals. 


ES} 21 Bacterial culture may yield + false positive result as a consequence of 
misidentification of the bacteria. For example, according to Dr. Margaret Meyer. Yersinia intercolyiics 
is remarkably similar in appesrance to B, abortus and that without further testing the two bacteria can be 
easily misidentified (pers. comm. with Dr. Margaret Meyer). 


ES} 622 Does this statement regarding the level of correlation between high serologic 
responses and bacterial cultures refer to bison, elk, and cattle? Or is there a different level of correlation 
among the individual species? The available evidence from bison suggest that there is not a high 
correlation between positive serologic tests and bacterial cultures. 


ES} 6-24-26 This statement clearly reflects the bias of APHIS and Dr. Cheville. Why is it not 
possible that the lack of correlation between serpositives and bacteria! cultures is a product of the chronic 
fection in the herd and the possibility that some of the animals may have developed immunity withm 
the herd whereby animals become infected but ultimately clear the infection but retain antibodies to the 
bacteria. As the Report indicates, such a scenario is possible (Report at 22;44-45). 

Moreover, what evidence is available to demonstrate “defects in cylture or sampling techniques?” In this 
case. particularty for bison sampled since |995, the sampling has been done in accordance with a 
rigorous sampling protocol developed by the GYIBC while culture analysis has been conducted by 
APHIS using both expedited and rigorous sampling protocols. 


Attempts to dismiss the lack of correlation between seropositive and bacterial cultures on sampling and 
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culturing deficiencies is not substantiated by the available evidence and represents wishful think ing on 
the part of Dr. Cheville and the USDA who can't risk the possibility that the Yellowstone herd may be 
comprised of a large number of animals v-ho have developed an wamunity to brucellosis as 

consequences of previous exposure to the bacteria. This type of statement demonstrates Dr Cheville's 
lack of objectivity and his lack of knowle ige about brucetiosis and B. abortus in wildlife. 


ES}. 3 As previously stated, recommendations related to the management of bison are 
fot appropnate in this Report and are not consistent with the original intent of the report. Considering 
this original intent, a more appropriate recommendation would have been to develop diagnostics (ests to 
differentiate between exposed, infected, and mfectious animals 


ES} 637 While it is true that much of our beliefs about brucellosis in bison have been 
extrapolated from cattle, whai justifies su 2h extrapolations and, given the differences in the species. are 
these extrapolations acourate or appropriste? In addition, The Fund questions whetber the principal 
tavestigators have used “caution” in perfcrming these extrapolations as recommended by the Report at 
28.20-217 


ES} |= 40-4) It has been reported that each animal has a different level of susceptibility to the 
bacteria. Clearly, animals who ere vaccu ated are likely to be more resistant to the bacteria than 
unvaccmated animals. in addition, according to testimony presented by Dr. Donald Ferlicka, former 
Montana State Veterinarian to the Montana Livestock Board in 1993, “contact between an infected bison 
herd and a clean caitle herd allows a 15-20% chance that the infection will transfer from the bison to the 
cattle” Attachment ). This figure is attrituted to the National Herd Contact Transmission data which 
supposedly represents decades of research conducted on cattle herds. If there are different levels of 
susceptibility, this section of ne Report s wuld explain this fact and should also explain the significance, 
on lack thereof, of the National Herd Coniact Transmission data. 


ESA 2 Since laboratory and field studies can both be considered “experimental.” this 
statement should be modified to indicate hat the experiment was conducted in a laboratory setting or 
captive environment. 


ES4 2-4 What epidemiologic evidence exists from the National Elk Refuge (NER) or 
Grand Teton National Park (GTNP) to demonstrate that transmission has occurred between free-roaming 
bison. elk. and cattle? This evidence is not provided either in the Executive Summary or anywhere in the 
Repon. What is stated, however, in the Report at 28, 14-15, is that the ambiguity i=: the epidemiologic 
ev dence associated with the alleged tran: mission of the bacteria from elk and bison to cattle in 

W \oming is not sufficient to conclude thut wildlife is the source of brucellosis infection in these cases. 
This conclusion should be reflected in the Executive Summary otherwise the summary misleads the 
reader into believing that evidence of bacteria transmission from elk and bison on the NER and GTNP to 
cattle is available. 


Es 13 What evidence is available to suggest that there is a “high” abortion rate among 
elk? What criteria are used to determine if an abortion rate is high, moderate, or low” The 
so-called “high” rate of abortion should be specified in the Executive Summary. 


ES4 26-3) Bison emigrate from Yellowstone as a result of both population size and the 
inability 10 access forage in Yellowstone. As presently written, the Report suggest that there is not 
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enough forage for bison in Yellowstone in the winter. This is mot true and the bulk of the scientific 
studies on range condition and productivity indicates that there 1s sufficient forage in the Park for both 
the bison and elk populations. If the fort ge is inaccessible, however, as a result of a thick ie layer, then 
some bison may emigrate m order to obtiin accessible forage. 


This section also fails to recognize the impact of the groomed snowmobile trails on bison population 
dynamics, movements, and distribution. This is not surprising given the deficrency of the analysis of this 
issue provided in the Report text. 


Finally, the statement about the northern elk herd and its dynamic equilibrium fails to recognize sport 
hunting as contributing to the fluctuation of the elk population around an equilibrium size This is 
meoonsistent with the Report text which specifies that sport hunting plays a rote in preventing the 
expansion of the northern range elk population. 


ESS 10-12 It is also possibb: that bison who have been exposed to the bacteria and were 
able to successfully clear the bacteria entirely could develop a natural re = *enre to the bacteria that is not 
genetic Through exposure, if an animal s immune system is stimulated i. ,. duce antibodies to combat 
the bacterial agent With such antibodie:, basic immunology would suggest that the animal is less likely 
to become reinfected upon additional exposures to the bacteria. The lack of correlation between positive 
serologic test results and culture results in bison suggests that a developed resistance is possible in this 
species. This section of the Report should be modified to reflect this possibility. 


ESS 25-27 Despite recognizing that eradication is more “a statement of principle than a 
workable program at present,” the Repor! contains, in several sections, statements that contradict this 
coaclusion and suggest that eradication i: both appropriate and achievable Such contradictions musi be 
corrected. In addition. other factors which would influence the necessity of eradication, including the 
economic, logistic, political, social, and legal impediments to eradication should be factored into the 
Report's analysis of the necessity or appropriateness of an eradication program and goal. 


ESS 316-38 Since the prepublication draft of the Report has been released this section has 
created enormous confusion and should be clarified. ln particular, it should be specified that the 
quarantine zone is not the same thing as » quarantine facility. In addition. this section of the Report 
should specify that the increasing disease surveillance, vigorous monitoring, vaccination, and contact- 
reporting programs are intended to focus on cattle, not wildlife. 


ES6 3-4 Even though this is the Executive Summary, the level of protection induced by 
the vaccines in cattle should be specified In addition, the Report should discuss whether multiple whole 
herd vaccinations can improve the level of protection of Strain 19 or RBS|. 


ES6 5-4 In addition to the need for safety and efficacy tests on bison prior to the use of 
the vaccine im the field, it is critical that the safety of the vaccine be determined for non-target species as 
well. 


ES6 29 The Fund assum es that the proposed field vaccination study of bison “inside the 
GY A. but outside of YNP,” refers to the lackson bison herd. This should be made clear in this 
statement. In addition, it should be specified that no field study of a vaccine should be conducted unt! 
the safety and efficacy of the vaccine is cetermined both for bison and for non-target species The 
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criteria to be used to make this determinai ion should include the standards set forth in Table Il]-2 of the 


Report and the vaccine safety and efficac’’ standards recently agreed upon, in draft form, by the technical 
subcommittee of the GYIBC (Attachment 2). 


ES? 13-14 Though this state nent demonstrates thai the Report authors were aware of the 
inadequacy of the sample sizes and duration of most of the research done on this issue, this did not 
prevent them from relying on date resulting from these studies in the main body of the Repon. While 
preferably the Report should be modified by removing al) references to these insufficient studies, at least, 
the Report should explain in clear and concise terms thet there are limitations to the some of the data 
collected in the past and these limitation i xfluence the credibility of any conclusions drawn from that 
data 


ES? 20-23 Public opinion o: the need for or appropriateness of efforts to eradicate the 
bacteria from bison and elk in the GYE his never been measured. As a consequence, a variety of 
agencies have accepted eradication as the r goal without determining if the public believes that this goal 
\s warranted or appropriate given the potential biological, ecological, economic, logistical, and political 
consequences of such en effort. Considering that bison and elk in the GYE are held in the public trust, i 
is critical that the agencies assess public « pinion of eradication before pursuing an eradication program 


ES? 22-23 If, “eradication o “brucellosis as a goal is more a statement of principle than a 
workable program at present” (Report at 1:S5;26), thea isn't k inconsistent to also claw that “brucellosis 
can be eliminated from YNP?” This inco isistency should be corrected. 


ES? 23-25 The cail for the g »vernment to support studies designed to produce diagnostic 
reagents with greater sensitivity and specificity should be, as suggested previously. a formal 
recommendation in place of existing reco nmendations which are inconsistent with the original intent of 
the Report. 


INTRODUCTION 


1 5 Bison emigrated rom the Park during the winter of 1996/97 for a number of 
reasons. including the need to search for i ccessibie forage. There is, and always has been, sufficient 
forage in Yellowstone im the winter for bison and efk The problem iast winter was that a thick ice layer 
de. eloped throughout the Park, except in the geothermal areas, which prevented the bison or elk from 
accessing the evailable forage. As presently written, the Report suggests that there 1s not sufficient 
forage in the Park to sustain bison in the winter This 1s incorrect. 


| 5 The reference to “spread of brucellosis” in this statement suggests, incorrectly, 
that the becteria has been transmitted fror: bison to cattle im the pest and that it 1s likely to occur in the 
future In reality, there has never bern a confirmed case of transmission of the becterna between the two 
species under natural conditions and given the rarity of abortions, the risk of transmission, assuming any 
rish exists, must be exceedingly minuscule. In addition, techmically, it is not brucetiosis which ts 
Iransmitied between animals rether its B_ abortus which ts transmitted which may develop into 
brucellosis in the contracting animal Thx refore, this statement should be modified to read “the potential 
transmission of B. abortus ..” 


' 28-30 See ES2 3-9. 
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! 32 Approximately ‘0 percent of bison have tested positive to exposure to abortus 
since the bacteria was first discovered by Mohler in 1917. It is technically inaccurate to suggest that 
“YNP bison have tested positive for infestian ...” as not all Yellowstone bison are infected and since the 
majority of the testing done since 1917 has been blood testing which only detects exposure, not infection. 


6 5 See ES2 12. 


4 13-14 See ES2 20-21. 

4 7 If cattle in bruce ilosis-free states are allowed to be moved without restriction. 
then previous statements (See ES2,12 ani 4;5) suggesting that cattle shipped interstate are routinely 
tested for brucellosis are wrong or misie: ding. This is an example of an inconsistency or contradiction in 
the Report which should be corrected. 


4 19 Since no Class F or C states currently exist and since the Uniform Methods and 
Rules for Brucellosis Eradication are being modified to reflect this fect, this information is no longer 
relevant and should be removed from the Report. 


4 22-24 This statement should be clarified to ensure that the reader understands that a 
state's classification is based on the prescnce of B, abortus in cattle and domestic livestock only The 
current regulations do not permit APHIS to consider the presence of potentially exposed or infected 
wildlife when determining the brucellosi designation of a particular state |f APHIS could consider the 
presence of the bacteria in wildlife when determing the designation of 2 particular state then Wyoming 
and Montana would noi currently be bru ellosis-free As currently written this statement suggests that 
potentially exposed or infected bison and elk could jeopardize a state's designation. 


Since APHIS can only base its designatx # of 8 state on the presence or absence of B. aborius m catile or 
domestic livestock, and because each stare has officially agreed to recognize APHIS as the entity which 
determines the proper designation for ca h states, as long as APHIS continues to classify Montana and 
Ws oming as brucellosis: free, al) states should honor those designations and resist placing sanctions on 
cattle from those states. 


Finally. again this statement suggests tha! there are “numerous costs” axsociated with brucellosis in cattle 
but fails to quantify what these costs are » what state or federal indemnification procedures e215! to 
minim ze the costs to producers whose herd are affected with brucellosis. 

4 32-33 See ES) 33-34. 

4 4 As stated, this Report looks at the “scientific bases behind brucellosis research 
and related issues in wildlife biology and makes recommendations based on current scientific 

know ledge.” If this is indeed the case then the recommendations contained in the report should be 
limited to scientific issues and should not include recommendations relevant to management tssues. 

4 36-38 See ES2 29-32. 

4 40 Dr Norman Che ville, who spent the bulk of his professiona! career employed by 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture may wave some expertise in brucellosis in cattle, but his 
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understanding of wildlife ecology and disease is believed to be limited This limmation in Dr. Chev:ile's 
credentials should be explicitly stated in the Report 80 that the reader 1s not rnisied into belreving that Dr 
Cheville is an expert in wildlife ecology or t rucelicsss. 


Sumilarty, Dr. Dale McCuliough may have expertise in ungulate biology, ecology, and modelmg, but his 
know vedge of bison and of YNP's ecology it believed to be limited. In addition, Dr McCullough is 
coauthor of “Wildlife Management in the National Parks,” which is critical of the Nationa! Park Service 
natura) regulation policy. Consequently, Dr McCullough cannot be considered an objective expert over 
ungulate management in National Perks since he cicarty has « beas against th. fundamental management 
policy of the NPS. This inherent bas in Dr. McCullough's approach to this issue should be stated im the 
Report. 


$ 89 The mere fact that the bacteria was transmitted between species im a 
methodologically flawed study conducted ir captivity (Seg, Meyer and Meagher, 1995). has no 
relationship to whether the bacteria can be ( ansmitted under natural conditions. There are so many 
additiona! variables which influence bacteria transmissios under natural conditions that do not exist in a 
laboratory environment. This last clause on this statement should be removed because bacteria 
transmission has not been demonstrated to (ccur under natural conditions. 


5 17-19 Though the Repor' recognizes that relatively little research has been done on 
brucellosis in wildlife, and that most of whet is known about brucellosis in wildlife is “essentially 


sections of the Report assume that 3. aborti's in bison is mimetic of the bacteria m cattle. Since 
information on wildlife brucellosis is primarily anecdotal and inferential, 11 is inappropriate to 
e\trapolate information from cattle w wildlife, mcluding bison and elk. 


$ 44-46 This section recog: izes that, due to the evolutionary isolation of bison from 
cattle for an extended period of time. this could have resulted in “independent mutation and selection” 
causing ~ differences and physiology that e ual or exceed those in morphology.” These differences could 
explain the differences observed between bison and cattle in their response to B. abortus. Unfortunately. 
the Report apparently dismisses these differences preferring instead to assume, in error, that B. aborts m 
bison is mimetic of the bacteria in cattle. 


6 16-17 What evidence is available to demonstrate thet the pathogenesis of B. abortus " 
bison or eik is not different than thet observed in cattle” The Report suggests thet there may be 
differences. Theis statement assumes, however, that since research may not have demonstrated that the 
pathogenesis 1s different, despite the circur istanhal evidence mdicating that this is the case, then the 
pathogenesis must be the same. This is not correct. Considering the genetic differences between bison, 
elk. and cattle, the role of artificial selection in cattle management, and other biological differences 
which are identified m the Report at 6;! 4-16, it is not appropriate tc simply assume that bacteria 
pathogenesis is similar between species. 


6 22-23 What evidence is :vailable 10 demonstrate thet pregnant bison and elk typrcally 
dev elop placental infection and can lose th: fetus or experience premature labor? While this may be 


known for cattle, unless screntific evidence is avaiable to demonstrate the same impact un elk and bison, 
the statement must be modified to reflect the fact that it is known for cattle but the bacteria in bison and 
elk may not behave in the same manner or have the same impacts This statcment reflects an « sumption 
that B. abortus om bison is mimetic of the bacteria in cattle. This is not correct and is not substantiated by 
the available evidence collected on live and dead bison sampled in and outside of YNP. 


6 38-35 If “chronicity implies a substantial degree of immunity in many individuals 
and ailows calves to clear B. abortus from their bodies before they reach sexual maturity” then how does 
it follow that “immunologically narve fenasie calves ... fected as young heifers will carry B. abortus 
into their first pregnancy and abort a highly infected placenta?” Not only do these statements seemingly 
contradict cach other. but it is not clear whether this relationship between chronicity. immunity, and 
infection is applicable to all ungulates, or just to cattle. If there is a substantial degree of immunity in 
many bison calves, resulting in a limited umber of animals who are likety 10 become infected during 
their first pregnancy, this would suggest that the rish of bacteria transmission is inhercatly low. 


In addition, what evidence is available to suggest that young bison heifer experience abortions? If this 
were the case, particularly given the attention thai these animals have drawn over the past decade, then 
surety more frequent abortions would have been documented in this herd 


6 39-42 If the becteria is believed to be endemic in the Y cllowstone bison population and 
if high endemicity reduces the frequency of disease and abortions, then what justifies the past and 
present policies of the State of Montana and National Park Service (NPS) which have resulted in a zero 
tolerance policy for bison outside of YNP. This information would support the contention that if there is 
any risk. t must be extremely low since the number of abortions and level of disease m the population is 
low. This statement also supports the concept of developed resistance in areas where the bacteria is 
endemic. 


The final sentence of this section is confusing. Presumably, pregnant females will have a substantially 
higher risk for developing pathologic lesions and abortion in populations where there is low exposure to 
Bu abortus, versus in populations in whict the bacicria is endemic. This should be clarified in the Report 


67 = 12-36 This entire section suggests that B. abortus in bison is mimetic of the bacteria in 
cattle. This is not true as the available ev dence collected from live and killed Yellowstone bison clearly 
indicate. The assumption that the bacteria causes similar impacts in both species is likely a product of 
Dr. Cheville’s long-term association with the USDA and the USDA's agency-wide refusal to accept the 
possibility that the bacteria reacts differer tly in different species. Had the NAS established 2 full- 
fledged committee, as the DOI requested. it is likely that the Report would more accurately reflect the 
differences between B. abortus in bison and cattle. Since it is unlikely that the Report can be redacted in 
its entirety. those sections which discuss the bacteria and disease in bison and cattle should be modified 
to ensure that the information contained is not based on the assumption that the bacteria causes similar 
impacts in bison and cattle. 


? 1-4 These statements are contiac’....,. 0 one hand the Report suggests that bison 
With non-reproductive tract infections wil! rarely, if ever, be the source of bacteria transmission. Then, 
on the other hand, in the next sentence, th: Report, citing a communication with Dr. Elizabeth Williams, 
indicates that “bison with non-reproductin e-tract infection do not pose a risk of transmission to elk or 
cattle.” Either transmission will occur rarely or never, not both. This section should be modified to 
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correct this contradiction. 


? is There are far mor? than two factors which influence the transmission of B. 
aboris. (nc luding becteria persimence in sufficient numbers to cause infection in susceptible animals, 
climatic and environmental conditions, and spatial and teraporal overlap between the host and 
susceptible animals These additional faciors should be hated in this section of the Report. 


In addition, what evidence is available to :kemonstrate that expelled fetal membranes have « “strong 
attractant effect?” A citation or reference should be provided to substantiate this claim 


7 30-3) This information nay be known for cattle, but # cannot and should not be 
assumed to be applicable to bison or elk unless there is scientific evidence to demonstrate that this oocurs 
in sexually mature bison and elk. If such vidence exists, then it should be cited or referenced in this 
section If such evidence is not available, then t should be made clear that this statement is applicable to 
cattle only and it may or may not be applivable to bison and elk 


i] 32-33 What evidence is available to support the contention that it 1 “unlikely thet large 
numbers of bison in a herd would be infected in lymphoid tissues but not m the uterus or mammary 
glands?” Why is it not possible, particula ty given that Yellowstone bison have evolved with the 
bacteria for over 75 years, that the bacteri: localizes in bison lymph odes and is not frequently found in 
ihe reproductive tract? If the bacteria were common in the reproductive tract of Yellowstone bison, then 
abortions would presumably be more freq seni unless the bison have developed a mechanism to carry 
bison fetuses to term despite a reproductie tract infection. This statement also contradicts information 
comained in the Report at 6, regarding the chronicity and endemicity of B. abortus in Yellowstone bison 
and the fact that abortions are rere in chro wally infected herds. 


Unfortunately, the available data is not su Ticient to determine what proportion of infected bison are 
infected in the reproductive wact because 2urrent “target-tissue” sampling protocols do not call for 
sampling of tissues from the reproductive tract Though supra mammary lymph node tissues are taken, 
detection of the bacteria in these lymph nudes does not necessarily mean that the bacteria is present in 
the reproductive tract. Since this statement cannot be substantiated with any valid scientific evidence, 
should be removed from the Report. 


i] 43-45 What evidence is available to suggest that B. aborus in the lymphoid tissues of 
bison are stimulated to replicate during pregnancy and result in infection of the reproductive tract” In 
addition, what evidence is available to detnonstrate that once in the reproductive tract the bacteria 
replicates to high numbers resulting in a “very high likelihood” of the female bison transmitting B. 
abortus” While this may be accurate for cattle, it cannot and should not be assumed to be accurate for 
bison or elk. If, for example, this was occurring in bison, then the frequency of abortions in Yellowstone 
bison would likely be much higher than what has been documented. 


’ 45-48 What evidence is available to demonstrate that the percentage of chronically 
infected females in the population who will develop infections of the placenta and fetus during 

cannot be assumed to be low? Considering the rarity of abortions among Yellowstone and 
Jackson bison. particularly during the pas: decade when these animals have been more closely monitored 
than ever before, the percentage of infected pregnant bison must be low If there were a larger percentage 
of pregnant bison with reproductive tract infections then abortions shoukd be more common in the 
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populations if bison followed the cattle mode! This statement should be modified to indicate thai, 
because of the long evolution of bison with the bacteria, the lack of documented abortions, and because 
of differences between bison and cattle, 1 is possible that the number of pregnant bison with 
reproductive tract infections may be low. 


9 Figure |-2 Picture * D” is referenced as both histology and immunochemistry while 
picture “L.” is not referenced at all. 


i 46 Does the duratio ) of exposure to the bacteria have any impact on the frequency 
with which individual cattle become bacteremic and shed B. aborius in genital infections’ If so, this may 
be important in evaluating the risk of bacteria transmission from Yellowstone bison, who have evolved 
with the bacteria for over 75 years, to cattle. For bow long were the cattle studied in Manthei et al 
(1950) and Lambert et ai (1960) exposed to B. abortus? 


NW 19 What evidence 1. available to demonstrate that predators and scavengers in the 
GYE are infected and can shed B. aborty i? The mere fact that coyotes were infected and shed the 
bacteria under laboratory condivions doe: not mean that coyotes or other scavengers or predators in the 
GYE become infected as a result of exposure to the bacteria or shed the bacteria in the wild. The Fund is 
not aware of any serologic evidence to si ggest that any GYE predator or scavenger has ever been 
determined to be exposed to the bacteria. 


In addition, if infected predators and sce, engers can shed the bacteria, is this shedding limited to thew 
urine and feces. If 80, how long is an infoctive dose of the bacteria likely to persist in feces and urine, 


and what ts the potential risk of tranamis:.ion through ungulate contact with contaminated feces or urine- 
soaked soil? 


WW 32 What is the available evidence to support the claim that “the lungs and gastric 
comtents of bison fetuses typically contain the most becteria7” A valid scientific study should be cited to 
substantiate this claim. 


3 1-42 If a bison calf fai is to suckle then that calf will either die of starvation or be 
depredated. Though this may result in milk stasis and possibly a marked increase in 8. abortus in 
mammary tissue and milk, it is unclear why that would be of particular concern If the mother's own calf 
is not suckling. unless lactating bison wh» lose their calves are likety to allow an unrelated calf to suckle. 
then there would not appear to be any risi of transmission through the milk. The short and long term 
importance of milk stasis in relation to B abortus infection should be clarified. 


13 17 A citation or reference should be given to support the statement about fecal 
shedding in bison. 


13 20 What evidence exists of coprophagy in free-ranging, wild animals Since, as | 


suspect there is probably virtually no evidence of this behavior in free-ranging, wild animals, the 
likelihood of feces being # source of tran umission should be dismissed entirely. 


13 32-% The use of “50%” and “57%” in this statement is somewhat confusing and 
should be clarified to indicate that the additional 7 percent of bison bulls who have cultured positive 
Were positive in tissues or lymph nodes other than the testes, epididym ides, and seminal vesicles. It 
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would also be useful if the total number of bull bison sampled were provided so the statistical validity of 
the dais can be assessed based on the sample size 


| Why. if the risk of bacteria transmission from bison bulls is believed to be 
“vanishingly smal,” does this risk of transmission through copulation need to be considered for bison 
and domestic cows’? Given the other factors that influence transmission, including the lack of spatial and 
temporal overtap in species range, and the fact that free-ranging bison bulls are not likely to mate with 
domestic cows, there wppears to be little support for the need to consider bison bulls when formulating 
interim oF long-term risk management or bacteria elimination plans for bison 


is 45 When are cattle typically bred? If these animals are already bred before they 
arrive on the summer range near Yellowstone Park, then it is unlikely that they will come into estius 
during that brief window of time when they may share common range with bison, including bison bulls. 
If this ts the case, and there arc no visual or olfactory stimulants for mating, then what is the potential 
rish of a bison bull mating with @ domestic cow, assuming that such a mating could or would occur under 
free-ranging conditions? 


16 16-19 This statement suggests thal serologic tests ind wate ial infection is present or 
that infection has occurred recently.” The suggestion that positive serology indicates a “recent” infection 
1s somewhat misleading because “recent” is not defined How long do antibodies remain present in 
animals who have fought off an infection and cleared the bacteria” |s this information available for 
cattle, bison, or elk? If these antibodies can remain for years, then ii is improper to suggest that serologic 
test results are limited to detecting recent or present infections. In addition, if antibodies are cleared then 
does the animal retain some level of immunity wo reexposure of the bacteria? This section of the Repon 
should be clarified. 


16 8 37-43 Serologic vests are designed only to determine if the animal has been exposed to 
the bacteria, not whether the animal is infected. While there may be « high correlation between positive 
serologic tests and infection in cattle, this correlation, as the Repor concedes, does not exist in captive or 
free-ranging bison. This section should be modified to reflect the fact that serologic tests, by themselves, 
are not indicative of infection. Such a modification would also resolve an inconsistency in this section 
which, on one hand, indicates that a positive serologic test indicates infection (Repori at 16.37) and. on 
the other hand, that infection is diagnosed based on serologic tests, bacterial culture results, herd history, 
clinical signs, and epidemiology (Repori at 16,40-41) 


17 7-12. Personal communication to support contention that not all infected animals 
demonstrate # serologic response is not sufficient. A credible and valid scientific swdy. particularly 
studies on bison and elk, should be cited to substantiate this claim. 


In addition, what evidence is available to support the claim that in chronically infected animals bacteria 
ma) be sequestered in lymphoid tissues in « state that does not induce antibody formation resulting in 
false-negative serologic tests? Under what conditions or circumstances does the bacteria not produce 
antibodies” Has this ever been documented in cattle, bison. or elk? Failing to substantiate such a 
significant clam with valid scientific evidence is inappropriate. 


7 35-37 Is the claim that “inappropriate culture techniques have led to false assumptions 
about the variation between culture and serologic positivity” applicaole to sampling done on bison or is i 
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wtended to be a more gencral statement based on what is known in cattle” If i: is intended to be 
applicable to bison, then ui is incorrect’ The culture techniques ourrently being used are more rigorous. 
involving the culture of the entire tissue or blood sample, than techniques traditionally used in cattle 
(Ses. 1939-44) These techniques maximize the possibility of locating the bacteria if it is present if 
(his statement is intended to apply to she testing done on samples taken from killed bison during the 
winter of 1991/92, the Report should svecify precisely what the problems were with the culture process 
that substanvates this clan 


19 i) What type of studves require precise knowledge of the extent of infection? 
Should those types of studies be conducted on tissue and blood samples from bison and elk in the GYL” 
What is the relevance of the number of bacteria? If the number of bacteria influence the degree or 
severity of infection and the potential for infectiousness and transmission, shouldn't the number of 
bacteria be determined in samples fram bison and elk? 


9 &il Based on complete necropsies performed on killed Yellowstone bison in 1995 
and 1996, 11 was determined that if the B. aborus bacteria were present it would likely be found in the 
imernal iliac, retropharyngeal, or supra mammary lymph nodes. This finding resulted in the 
development of target tissue sampling whereby only those specific lymph nodes were sampled While 
this may not recover 100 percent of all of the bacteria in every bison, clearly this evidence suggests ‘hat 
there are specific sites where the bacteria is likely to localize, if it is present, in Yellowstone bison. 
Whether similar target tissues have been identified for elk is unknown, 


19 Hi-12 If young animals clear B aborius quickly, presumably resulting in some 
ewhancement of the immune sysiem to fend off a subsequent infection, then why are so many young 
animals being killed throw yh managemeni actions” If these animals are known to clear the infection, 
then. even if they were sexually mature, it is unlikely that they would pose any risk of transmitting the 
bacteria to a susceptible animal. It should be clarified as to » hether this statement is applicable to cattle, 
or to cattle, elk, and bison. A citation or reference should also be given to substantiate this claim. 


9 34-35 The quality of the Repon would be improved if the actual data relied upon in 
drawing conclusions about, for example, the correlation between high serologic responses and bectenal 
cultures, were presented either in a table in the text of the report or attached as an appendix and referred 
to in the text. The interested public: are at a significant disadvantage in attempting to obtain and 
evaluate this data because agencies and individual scientists are reluctant to release the data despite the 
fact that they ere federal employees, conducting research using federal tax dollars, and their data is from 
animals held in the public trust. The Report should recommend increased agency openness. particularly 
with research data, to improve public understanding of the issues and to increase the level of trust 
between the imterested publics and the agencies. 


19 «= 45536 The serologic and bacteriologic results collected from killed Yellowstone bison 
during the winters of 1994/95 through 1996/97 do not support the conclusion that “a serologic result can 
he # good but not infallible indicator that an anima) is infected.” For those sampling results available as 
of November 19, 1997, of the 66 female bison who tested seropositive for antibodies to B. abortus. only 
22 had positive bacterial cultures and only |2 of these were adults. Such « discrepancy between 
serologic and bacterial results cannot legitimately be described as “good ” 


19 36-37 Technically, # serologic response is positive for “antibodies to” B, abortus. not 
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for Buabaruas, 


9 eae Considering the number of bison from which blood and tissue samples have 
been removed since 199), 1 1s difficult to comprehend how the Report can conclude that 

may oot overestamate A. abortus infection (Attachments } and 4) |i 1s equally difficult to comprehend 
how the Report can conchade thet “any discrepancy vetween s clearty positive serologic test and bacterial 
culwre ts due to improper culture techniques ” 


First. the serologic and culture dats collected from bison sampted during the winter of 1991/92 and 
during the winter of 1996/97 make it clear that far more bison in the YNP herd are seropositive than are 
miecied In particular, the results of the 1996/97 sampling to date provide compelling evidence to 
substantiate this fact because of the more rigorous culture iechniques used to detect B. abortys in those 
samples which, upon indial analyses. do not culture positive By using this more rigorous analysis, 1 ts 
highly unlikely that e significant number of culture positive animals are being missed as a result of 
wmproper culture techniques 


9 45-48 HY, as the Report suggests, “date on serology of bison is meufficrent to 
suppor! dogmatic statements regarding known relationships among serology. culture test results and 
likelihood of infectiousness,” then why does the Report contain dogmatic statements regarding this 
rclavonship For example. in the paragraph proceeding this statement the Repori siates that the 
discrepancy between serology and bacteriology results 1s due to omproper culture techniques If the data 
doesn | permit a determination of the relationship between serology and culture results, then how can 
such a statement be made” 


The Fund believes that the available data 1s sufficient to conclude thet serology is neither » good 
indicator of infection or infectiousness However, if the principal investigators believe that there is not 
sufficient data to suppor dogmatic statements about the correlation between serology and culture then 
this finding should be, but is not, reflected throughout the Report This is another example of the 
inconsistencies and contradictions that permeate the entire Report which should be corrected. 


This finding also supports efforts to develop diagnostic techniques specific to bison and elk to wmprove 
the ability 10 detect mfected. and potentially, infeciwous animals Remarkably. though the Report 
recognizes that the current serologic tests used on bison were developed on cattle (Report at |9.45) # 
fails t recommend tha: efforts be undertaken to develop new diagnostic techniques for bison 


0 1.3 The statement attributed to Olsen (1997) is not consistent with other studies in 
the |wermure As Meyer and Meagher (1995a) indicate. there are several studies (Manthei and Deyoe, 
1970 — 95% corvetation; Lambert et al, 1960 -- 90% correlation: and Herr et al., 1982 -— 86% 
correlation) which demonstrate s strong correistion between positive responses of castle on B. abortus 
serologic tests and culture-positive status. Since there appears to be conflicting sciemific evidence on 
‘hts wssue. ether Dr Otsen's quote should be removed from the Report or additional information 
regarding the findings of other scientists should be included to balance the presentation 


2» 1-8 Sas. 19-35-36. 


2021 47-2 These statements are contradictory On the one hand the Report in icates that it 
1s “highly probable that those species can have serologic titers and not be infected,” but then cautions 


that “i 1s dangerous to assume that large numbers of seropositive animals do not carry live B. abortus.” 
The avaiable serologic: and bacteriologic: date collected on live and killed Yellowstone bison ance 1995 
demonstrate thal seropositive but non-infected animals occur frequently in the population Assuming 
that these animals carry live Bi. abortus is wot justified based on the available evidence and clearly 
represents a bias in favor of cattle and against bison. In addition, since abortions are 80 rare in the 
Yellowstone bison population, there seems to be little evidence to support the contention that it ts 
“dangerous” to assume thai seropositive animals do act conta live B. abortus 


21 4 Thorne and Morton (1978) only substantiate the claim that “heifer syndrome” 
may occur in efh It does not provide any evidence to sur zest that this syndrome may ocour im bison. A 
Ration to substantiate the existence of the “heifer syndrome” in bison should be included in this 
siatemment, 


2) 40-4) This statement should be clarified to explain how sot! temperature, acidity, and 
relative humidity are known to influence bacteria survival Presumably increased temperature reduces 
bacterial survivel, but how does soil acidity and relative humidity influence bacterial survival? 


22 12-16 How 1s prevalence being defined in this section? 1s it intended to refer to 
exposure (serology) or infection (culture)” If, as The Fund presumes, prevalence represents the level of 
infection, then what evidence is available to suggesi that the level of infection in bison and elk may be 
100 percent and | to 38 perceni, respectively” For bison, enough data has been collected since the late 
1980's to the present to demonstrate thai the proportion of the bison population potentially infected is far 
tess than 100 percem and is more likely to be between 20 percent and 33 percent of seropositive anunals 
which corresponds to the results of the 1991/92 tissue sampling effort and the more recem sampling 
(1995-1997) done by Drs. Roffe, Rhyan, Philo and others, respectively. 


22 22 What explanation. if any. can be provided for why bison develop an immune 
response but do not clear the bacteria? Is this similar or different to what has been seen in cattle” 
22 28 Though the epidemiologic evidence may suggest to some that this fetus. as 


reported by Rhyan (1994), was aborted, there is no definitive means of confirming thai this was an 
aborion or if the calf may have been stillborn or suffered other fata! complications after birth In this 
particular case, the mother bison was not found thereby preventing the collection of blood or other 
samples to determine her brucellosis status Though she was likely infected and infectious, since there is 
no data on the abortion rate in seronegative or clean bison, then 11 is impossible to determine if this 
aboriion was caused by B. sborius or if the abortion was caused by some other factor (e.g , nutritional 
depri\ ation. stress) In the latter case, it is possible that an infected pregnant bison may be more likely to 
abon or give birth to a stillborn calf than a non-infected bison, but that the actual abortion or stillbirth is 
caused by factors unrelated to the becteria. 


22 33-34 1 is assumed that the aboried fetus found near Old Faithful refers to the alleged 
abortion documented by Rhyan (1994). If not, then additiona! mformation about the circumstances 
surrounding this so-called abortion should be reported, including when the fetus was found, whether the 
mother bison was identified and sampled, and an estimate of how many days may have passed between 
the “abortion” and discovery of the fetss. 


This statement also suggests that a stiliborn calf heavily infected with B. ahortus was found outside of 
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Yellowstone National Perk. While The Fund is aware of a stillborn calf found near, but inside, the 
northern boundary of Yellowstone Park, it is unaware that a stillborn calf has ever been found outside of 
the Park. If this description is incorrect and should actually specify that the stillborn calf was found in 
Yellowstone Park this should be corrected. in either case, the circumstances, as defined above, 
surrounding this stillborn calf should be provided in the Report so that the wansmission risk of this 
particular incident can be evaluated. 


>. = Though the placental material revealed a heavy infection with B. abortus. it 1s 
impossible with the available evidence to absolutely confirm that this animal experienced an abortion. 
While the evidence would suggest that this is, given the animal's condition, the most likely result, 
without a fetus an abortion cannot be confirmed. This animal could have, for example, given birth to a 
stillborn or weak calf who could have succumbed to the elements, predators, or both This statement 
should be modified to reflect the possibility that an abortion did not occur. 


22 38 The amount of time that the bacteria persisted in the soi] was 14 days ai one site 
and 18 days at another (pers. comm. with Dr. Tom Roffe). Since we know how long the bacteria 
persisted, this specific information should be »wovided in the Report in place of the reference to “several 
weeks.” What also should be included, but is not, is how much of the bacteria persisted for what 
duration of time. Though soil analysis permitted a determination that the bacteria was present |4 to |8 
days post birth event, this does not indicate that the amount ./ oacieria at the site was sufficient to result 
tn infection in a susceptible animal if that animal were exposed to the bacteria at the site. Nor does the 
Report provide any analysis of how or why an animal could be exposed to the bacteria if it is in the soil, 
or what the likelihood of such a exposure route would be. As presently written this statement suggests 
that the bacteria persists for several weeks in an amount which could result in an infection ina 
susceptible animal. This is misleading and should be clarified. 


22 4l It is not appropriate to rety on a 1935 study to justify the 60 percent seropositive 
rate in Yellowstone bison This rate is inconsistent with the current estimate of 30-40 percent which is 
provided in the Report at ES3;4. This rate also fails to consider the likelihood that the proportion of 
animals in the Yellowstone herd who have cleared the baci: # and developed an immunity to the 
hacterta has increased over time as a consequence of the fact Unet this herd has evolved with the bacteria. 


23 44-47 These statements, if not contradic: ory, are misleading in that the forme: suggests 
that “substantial fetal loss ... has not been reported for the bison populations in the GYA,” while the 
latter. citing to studies done by Davis et al. (1990, 1991) suggests that al! infected female bison aborted 
thew first calf. Obviously, what has been documented under experimental conditions and what has 
occurred under natural conditions are entirely diferent. This discrepancy ts most easily explained, as it 
should be in the Report, by recognizing that the studies done by Dey.s et al were conducted in captivity 
and involved the use of a challenge dose which has been descrifed as excessive (Meyer and Meagher, 
1995) The amount of the challenge dose, the source of the bison used in the experiments 
(immunologically naive), and the impacts of captivity, ure hhely responsible for the difference in the 
results measured in captivity and under natural conditions. 


23 6 If, as the Report suggests, “YNP elk in the northern herd have been tested 
recently,” what were the results of this testing? This information should be provided in the Report. 


23 19-20 The Report should note that the 50-70 percent abortion rate documented in elk at 


the Sybille Research Unit is based on experiments conducted in captivity and may of may not accurately 
reflect the rate of abortions under natural conditions. 


25 13-19 Though horses may be susceptible to B aborus what is the risk of transmission 
between elk, bison and horses in the GYE? What are the factors that may contribute to that risk? This 
information should be added to this section of the report. 


TRANSMISSION AMONG AND BETWEEN SPECIES 


26 9-10 Neither the effects of weather on animal movements or the NPS natural 
regulation policy were part of the initial NAS questionnaire. Consequently, ideally, these sections of the 
Report should be removed since the interested publics did not have an opportunity to fully address these 
issues When responding to the questionnaire. 


27 2-3 The available evidence does not conclusively demonstrate that both of the horses 
that contracted brucellosis in the Jackson area were infected by feedground elk. It is most likely that the 
horse maintained on the feedground throughout the winter could have been exposed through co-mingling 
with feedground elk, but the horse used to pack out hunted elk is unlikely to have contracted the bacteria 
from elk. Considering that transmission is mosi likely as the result of contact with an aborted fetus. live 
infected calf, or contaminated forage, and that the bacteria is known to persist for only a few hours in 
direct sunlight, it is highly improbable that a horse used for elk hunting in the fall contracted brucellosis 
from elk. If this transmission occurred it had to be the result of contact with contaminated forage, since 
elk aboruons and births are not expected in the fall months during elk hunting season. This is 
improbable because it is unlikely that the bacteria would survive the typical summer climate in the 
Jackson area. Consequently, the Report should be modified to reflect the fact that only one of the two 
horse cases was likely attribuiable to feedground elk. 


27 27-28 In this section the Report should indicate that in 196) and 1969 Wyoming was 
not brucellosis free. Because of this, the possibility that the brucellosis outbreaks recorded those years 
ma\ be attributable to cattle cannot be entirely dismissed. 


27 29.33 Despite the finding of the court, in briefs submitted by the government in the 
Parker case, it was disclosed that there were at least 100 cattle whose origins were never determined 
(Attachment 5). Indeed, though ranch officials initially informed USDA inspectors that no cattle had 
been added to the herd for 6-7 years, it was eventually determined that at least 25 bred cows from an 
unknown source were added to the herd in 1984. The Report should reflect the possibility that the 

brucellosis outbreak in the Parker herd may have been attributable tw cattle added to the herd in 1984. 


2728 1%15 This entire section should be rewritten Al present, several paragraphs are used 
1o suggest that bison and elk may have been responsible for six incidents of brucellosis in Wyoming 
cattle between 1961 and 1989. The usefulness of this anecdotal evidence is then, quite appropriately, 
dismissed because it is circumstantial, not complete, and speculative since whatever information gaps 
e\tsted were filied by the memories of APHIS and Wyoming personnel. As a consequence, the Report 
concludes that “wildlife cannot be determined to be the source of brucellosis infection in these six 
cases.” Given this conclusion, then there is no need or reason to elaborate on the details of the specific 
incidents if the details themselves are potentially in error. If, as the Report indicates, wildlife cannot be 
determined to be the source of infection in these case then the Report should clearly and explicitly state 
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this fact and should not contain additional information which is wrelevant and only serves to confuse the 
reader 
27 28-29 Carman (19%) is cited in the text but is missing from the bibliography. 
27. s«49-38 Anecdotal evidence is not sufficient, by itself, tw substantiate the claim that these 
sia incidents of brucetiosis in cattle were attributable to wildlife Additional information is necessary to 
substantiate these claims before wildlife should be blamed for these incidents. See, also 27/28;19-15. 


2 8 =. 20-21 Though the Report indicates that “considerable caution should be exercised in 
extrapolating resuks from cattle to bison.” Unfortunately this advice is not reflected throughout the 
Report. Instead, in several places the authors utilize research data collected on cattle to draw conclusions 
about bison and elk. This is not appropriate or accurate and those sections of the Report in which cattle 
data has been applied to bison and elk should be modified to reflect the caution that the Report suggests 
should be used when comparing brucellosis in cattle to brucellosis in bison and elk. 


28 35-36 While the fact that bison have been exposed to B. abortus for an extended period 
of time may have resulted in selection for genetic resistance, it is also very likely that over time a larger 
proportion of animals in the herd may have developed a resistance to the bacteria through either a single 
or multiple exposure event(s). 


In fact, the removal of seropositive bison during current management efforts may be reversing the 
natura! decline in the potential number of infectious bison by increasing the proportion of 
animals. These seronegative animals eather are geneiically resistant to the bacteria, have cleared the 
bacteria and antibodies to the bacteria from their bloodstream, or they represent animals who are 
immunologically naive but have not yet been exposed to the bacteria. The genetically resistant animals 
should remain brucellosis-free. Those animals who have been exposed but have cleared the bacteria 
entirely from their body would theoretically have « primed immune system prepared to potentially fight 
off reexposure to the bacteria. The immunologically naive animals, however, represent a group of 
animals who could potentially become infected and infectious. The current practice of removing 
seropositive animals, therefore, is probably removing some of the very animals who have developed a 
resistance to the bacteria and should be retained in the population while increasing the proportion of 
animals in the population who may become infected and infectious, and, in turn increase the theoretical 
risk of transmission. 


This section of the Report should be expanded to include a discussion of the possibility that 
Yellow stone's bison long-term exposure to the bacteria may have resulted in an increase in the 
proportion of animals who have developed a resistance to the bacteria. 


2% 8640-4) Rhyan et al., (1994) contains no information about persistence of B. abortus at 
the site of the alleged abortion nor did it contain any reference to predators sanitizing the site. This paper 
dealt solety with the recovery of a bison fetus which was infected with B. abortus suggesting thai the 
fetus was the product of an abortion. This statement in the report must be either removed since 11 1s not 
correct, or the correct citation, if one even exists, should be provided to substantiate this information. 


a | 43 The elk abortion rate estimates of 7 to 12.5 percent are indeed estimates and are 
not based on any valid scientific evidence. Neither Smith and Robbins (1994) or Herriges et al. (1991) 
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conducted experiments to determine the actual rete of abortion in elk This statement should be modified 
Wo indicate that the actual rate of abortions in feedground elk is not known. 


29 41-42 Thirty-seven (37) percent, not 34, is the correct average seropositive rate for elk 
on the feedgrounds. Similarty, Sodeuuabelinmnaiuntetoemmdinants 
elk is not consistent with a lower rate of |-2 percent provided in the Report at ES3;6. Over the years the 


seropositive rate in northern-range elk has around |-2 percent, though it has gone up to an 
estimated 6 percent in 1996/97 (GYIBC 1997), this may be an anomaly reflecting sampling error 
wo 4 Some information about birth site cleaning by bison is available from the 


experiments conducted on three Yellowstone bison maintained at Montana State University during the 
summer of 1997. These animals, who were seropositive and pregnant, were wanap’ (from 
Yellowstone to MSU in March or April of 1997. Since these animals were in captiviny they were 
monitored daily. All three animals gave birth. Yet, despite efforts to locate the birth site the moming 
after the birth event, the sites could not be found (pers. commm. with Dr. Tom Roffe). This would suggest 
that, at least in captivity, bison thoroughly cleanse the birth site. 


3027-28 What is the evidence to suggest that retained placentae in bison act as an 
attractant to other herd members? In addition, though retained placentae may indeed be an attractant to 
other herd members, this is not likely to be a significant source of inira or interspecies transmissions 
because such a condition has been rarely documented in Yellowstone bison. While it is true that not all 
bison can be observed ai all times, given the amount of research and interest in Yellowstone bison as 0 
consequence of the bruce "’ sis controversy, if retained placentae were more common, surely more than 


one alleged incident. ned placenta would have been documented in the past decade. 

ati) 31-32 Is there ony evidence that bison consume, either wholly or partially, their 
aborted fetuses? 

31/34 12-43 Given the insignificant risk of predators representing a B. abortus transmission 


vector, either directly through urine and feces or indirectly as a result of predator food caching behavior, 
the Report spends an inordinate amount of time on this issue. While the information provided is 
interesting. since the risk is so infimtessimal, it does not appear necessary to explain and discuss in such 
detail the role. or lack thereof, of predators in transmitting the bacteria. 


142-13 This statement about the role of predators as “potential reservoirs” for bacteria 
transfer is inconsistent with the finding that predators are “dead end hosts” (Report at 31,42). This 
contradiction should be explained or corrected. 


3 15-16 Is there any evidence available which assesses how long the bacteria remains 
viable in coyote feces and urine? If so, that information should be included in this section of the Report. 


31 23-24 If the artificial density of coyotes and cattle under captive conditions “cannot be 
translated into probabilities of transmission under natura! range conditions,” then why are the findings of 
Day is in regard to the transmission potential between bison and cattle in captivity and also at an artificial 
density. any more relevant or applicable to the natural condition? Since the Report correctly recognizes 
the limitations of the coyote studies done by Davis, it should do the same with his bison/cattle 
experiments. 
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BD 26-28 None of the apecees identified in this staxemeni have ever been determimed to be 
exposed to, or infected with, B sborus in the GYE. The citations given are for studies done in other 
places. or, mm the case of Johason (1992) ae speculative. This statement should be modified wo indicate 
that these spectes heve contracted B. aborius but that, to date, mone of the species in YNP have been 
determined to be exposed or fected. 


32 i If the sumber of « rganisens shed in the urine and feces of predators mfluences 
thew risk of transmission, wouldn't the sane hold true for sou and vegetation exposed © B abortus’ |f, 
for example, the aumber of bactens persisting in the soil or vegetation at a birth site decreased rapidly to 
msignificant levels as a result of chmatic or environmental conditions, this would presumably decrease 
the likelihood of a susceptible animal beccaning infected after grazing on this site if thes is true, this 
substantiates the need to determine, not or ly whether the bactera persists in the environment. but how 
much of the bacteria persists This also er iphasizes the importance of determming the mmumur 
infective dose for bison and elk in order « determine if indirect exposure to the bacteria through contact 
with infected soi! or vegetation is responsible for maintaining the bacterwum in the population. 


32 15-16 While free-ranging ungulates will use a salt lick or other minimal supplement if 
placed imto thew environment, what evidence is avasiable that free-ranging ungulates suffer fiom a 
mineral deficiency which will lead to coprophagy? A citation to valid screntific evidence substantiating 
this claim should be mchuded wm the Report. 


“4 WN Presumably each scologi.al complication also reduces the possibility of transfer 
of B. abortus between wildlife and cattle. This should be noted. 


4 %)3) This statement ap slies to all sides of the Park, not just the northern side of 
boundary of YNP. 
34/36 48-8 If the data obtained from Farnes is limited to the northern range then 1 does not 


provide an adequate representation of the now, temperature, and rain estumates for the entire Park. 
Recause of size and geologic features of \ ellowstone, these weather variables are not consistent across 
the landscape The limitations associated with only using data from the northern range should be 
clarified. 


% 12 How can the cond ition of the anumal be separated from the influence of 
temperature, snow, and rain when trying }) evaluate factors which influence bison emigration from the 
Park” Aninal condition clearty plays sone role in influencing bison movements outside of the Park. 
While the nomadic nature of bison is a significant influence in bison emigrations, the need for forage 
also influences anima) movement patterns. 


% 2 Instead of simply citing Dobson and Meagher (1996) and Yellowstone Science 
(1997). a chan or table should be added to the Report to provide the annual population size estimates, 
natural mortality, and kill for bison in YNP and GTNP. Providing this information in the 
report. instead of just citing i, would make it easier for the reader to more accurately compare these 
statistics and to duplicate the statistica) analyses contained in the Report. 


36 37-38 The lack of signiticant correlation between bison emigration from the Park and 
weather variables may be influenced by b son condition. If, for example, forage is abundant and the 
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bison are in good condition — as every inc\icator suggests they are -- then weather vanables would not be 
expected to have as significant an influea:e on bison emigration as they would if the bisoa were not in 
satisfactory condition. In addition, this ar alysis seemingly contradicts other statements in the Report 
which indicate that snow depth does influ moe bison emigration. Presumably the authors have 
renee cnen gaapiaias Gn Gen ase Glass Gy bGh amy lath dels 


» 8 Because of the N °S’s natural regulation mandate it is not proper to establish a 
carry mg capacity for bison or any other secies in the Park Since natural variables are supposed to be 
controlling the size of wildlife population in the Park, establishing a carrying capacity would be 
antithetical to that concept. Even if 1 were proper to establish a bison carrying capacity in the Park, the 
3,000 bison estimate provided in the Rep< +t is an emigration influenced carrying capacity not an 
ecological or biological carrying capacity for the Park since this figure is based on emigration and nut on 
habstat use and unpacts to rangeland vege lation. 


42 3-4 Considering the r scognized lumitations with the weather data analyzed in the 
Report (See Report st 39,36-39), it seems rather optimistic to recommend additional research into these 
variables but to conclude even with more data these conchusions are unlikely to be altered. Surely, even 
if new data are not collected, but data fro: 1 more sites throughout the Park are analy zed. this could alter 
the findings presented in the Report. 


42 32-%4 Examining the ef ects of removals by adding them back into the following 
year’s population and using this to determ ine annual incremental growth rates neglects to consider thai a 
proportion of the removed animals were ¢regnant females who, if not removed, would have likely given 
bwth thereoy increasing the overall populition at a faster rate. The number of animals removed from ihe 
ecosystem through management action is attributable, both directly and indirectly, to bison use of 
groomed trails. Bison use of groomed tra }s both within the Park and as routes facilitating thei 
emigration from the Park has, as a result « f accessing alternative winter habitat and duc vo the energy 
Savings associated with using groomed tr ils, artificially increased the bison population within the Park 
resulting in larger numbers moving outside of the Park where they have been traditionally killed. 


The removal actions have, therefore, dam ened the effect of the groomed trails on bison population 
dynamics. That is, if the removals had not occurred, the bison population would have increased at a 
faster rate over a shorter period of time m aking the impact of bison use of groomed trails more 
noticcable in terms of population number: . 


What the removals cannot mask, however, is the impact of bison use of groomed trails on bison 

mov ements and distribution. The Report, however, failed to evaluate how groomed trails have altered 
bison movements and distribution, prefer ing instead to simply examine, albeit incorrectly and without a 
complete knowledge or understanding of |xis0n ecology or the complexity of the impacts of bison use of 
groomed trails, population changes over t me. 


42 35-38 Natural mortality may have been higher in both moderate and high snowfall 
\ears, particularly after 1980, if trails wer: not groomed. The fact that natural mortality was low pricr to 
1980 may be a function of bison attemptis g to fulty occupy available habitat. The fact that natural 
mortality was low after 1980 may be expl sined by energy savings associated with bison discovery and 
use of snowmobile trails. As time passed. and more bison learned about the road system, the proportion 
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of annual natural mortality would likely deorease 


4) 47.48 Natural diminution of bison -opulation growth would not be expected in YNP 
because of the impact of bison use of gr romed trails or bison survival. Not only do bison benefit 
energetically from the use of trails, but (he trails permit won to sooets alternative wintering sites both 
within and outside the Park which may, under more natu: al conditions (\.¢ no trail grooming), never 
have been accessed by bison 


The increase in natural mortality in severe winters is expe od, even with the groomed trai! system 
because the climatic severity, particularly the formation of a. “xtensive ice layer throughout the Park 
ultimately overwhelms the energy savin go and other benefits provided by use of groomed trails Though 
it is untikely that the bison population if YNP would have ever imoreased to 5,500 animals (the 
population estimate in the fall of 1996) under a more natural management regime, if it had then the 
severe winter of 1996/07 would have re ulted in far more natural bison mortality than actually occurred 


4) } igure 11-6 See. 4,27 


44 tila Though the per capita rate of increase is alleged to have declined significantly 
over Lime, perhaps it is not at zero yet be cause the herd has not reached of exceeded the coological 
carrying capacity of the habitat. The fact that the per capita rate of imoreave has declined may, at least 
partly. be a product of density dependen | factors Furthermore, the fact that the per capita rate has not 
dec lined lo zero may be preventing dens ity dependent factors from influencing population productivity 
to the extent that bison population chara steristics are affected by population density 


There is reason to believe that bison ma not primarily be a density dependent species, but instead 
density independent factors may have a greater influence on bison population characteristics More than 
lhely, however, bison are probably inflenced by both density dependent and independent factors 


(nder a more natural management regir ve (1). ¢ mo groomed trails) bison movement and distribution 
patterns would be far different than wha) is observed currently in Yellowstone. If groomed trails were 
not available to lead bison to alternative foraging sites, the bison may have remained more sedentary 
during the winter, becoming increasing! , scattered within their range to permit individual bison and 
sinall growps of bison to find and consurne enough forage m order to survive the wimter months Without 
the learned knowledge of alternative wuiter sites, and with expansive movements unlikely, particularly 
as the winter progressed. due to the nee to conserve energy, there probably would be a smaller bison 
population in the Park today with the number and rate of bison emigrating from the Park far less than has 
occurred over the past decade 


To the extent that bison may be influenced by density dependent factors, bison use of groomed trails 
have masked the umpact of these factors on population productivity Not only have the trails permitted 
bison energy efficient routes to alternative wintering habitat within the Park (See Report at 46.10), but 
they have also facilitated an expansion «f the ison range to areas outside the Park. and such movements 
have opened up additional habitat for bison within the Park. As a result, the carrying capacity of the 
ecosystem for bison has increased above what would exist if bison did not use the groomed trails The 
fact that few bison who emigrate from (ve Park ever return does not reduce the significance of the 
increase in carrying capacity represente! by habitat available beyond Park borders and the impact of 
bison emigration on habitat availability within the Park 
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Consequently i is unlikely that any dens ty dependent affect, beyond the per capita decline in 
population productivity, would be measurable in this population until i completely occupied all 
available habitat in the ecosystem (Cons Sering the size of the ecosystem and since nos Hymeoal barrier 
exists to stap bison movements beyond the Park, completely reoocupying all available Nai tar may not be 
realistic in today's society unless the public is prepared to permit bison to reooionize large expanses of 
previously occupied habitat 


The annual management removals also mask any density dependent factors which may mfluence the 
population By continuing to remove annals as they emigrate from the Park, there will always be 
unoccupied habitat for bison to use both | vide and outade of the Park In combination with the natural 
nomadic tendencies of bison, learned beh ivior of bison who have survived previous emigrations from the 
Park. and the increase in survival and pro fuctivity in the herd resulting from bison use of groomed trails 
it 1s lhely that bison, even when their population size is below 3,000 and even in moderate or even mild 
winters, will emigrate from the Park Thus, there is a cycle of emigration, slaughter, and births which 
has been essentially continual foro or a cecade which prevents density dependent! factors from 
influencing population productive: suining bison are, at least in part. a density dependent species 


44 8 If the annua! absolute increment of growth in the population is stable, but the 
proportional merement is not, then fewer calves are being born, fewer calves are being recruited into the 
population, and/or adult mortality rates -- both natural and through slaughter — have increased or 
decreased in response to calving and calf recruitment rates Of these possibilities, it is most probable that 
calf mortality and the large number of bison being slaughtered outside of the Park is tending to keep the 
annual growth increment stable 


|hough this analysis suggests that the reproductive output may be stable “over broad ranges of total 
population size, it has stabilized at a higver level than what would be expected if bison did not use the 
groomed trai! system, assuming all other variables, particularly winter weather, were equal 


a4 21-22 It ts no clear how the Report can conclude that adult bison mortality was low 
during the years included in the Report's analysis given that a large proportion of bison killed during the 
winters of 1988/89 and 1991/92 were adult animals 


44 22-23 Actual calf recru tment numbers may differ from the estimates used im F igure I! 
6 Since calf recruitment is the likely source of the “constant absolute annual increment,” then to be 
comparable. the population estimates use / in Figure 11-6 would have to exclude bison calves that have 
not been recruited into the population While it is unclear precisely which population estimates were 
used to construct Figure 11-6, it is aseurned that these estimates are based on summer counts (typically 
the most reliable counts) which include recently born calves. Since a proportion of these calves are 
likely to not be recruited into the populat on, Figure 11-6, if it is included in the Report, then it should be 
reconstructed using summer bison popult tion « stimate minus calves born that year This may noi affect 
the results of the analysis, but it would be more accurate 


44 24-32 Considering that Kirkpatrick et al. (1996) found very little fetal loss in their 
study. what explains the large discrepancy between pregnancy rates reported by various scientists” 
Though Roffe may have found a 90 percent pregnancy rate in 52 bison cows killed during the winter of 
1996/97. did his study methodology select for pregnant female animals thereby reducing the application 
of this pregnancy rate to the entire female bison population of Yellowstone” If 90 percent of al! adult 
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female bison were pregnant during the winter of 1996/97 then even though a large number of bison number of anunals killed outside of the Park will generally decrease in time 
including pregnant females, were killed Uwough management actions, unless there was a substantial 
amount of feta! loss through reabsorption of abortion, then a larger number of calves would have been 45 24-32 Suggesting that b cause bison body condition was determined to be good, there 
detected dunng the summer counts Morvover, Rofle's estimate is not consistent with the estimated is “little evidence of inadequate forage or quality available to YNP bison,” the Report demonstrates an 
pregnancy rate for all bison killed and sar ypled outside the Park during the winters of 1995-1997. This ignorance of the geology, topography, anc coology of YNP, and a misunderstanding of what Dr 
data (Attachment 4) reveals a pregnancy pate of only 5) percent (52 of 102) of all female bison killed and Meagher has reported 
sampled 
First, the majority of the scientific evidem:e indicates that YNP forage is sufficient in abundance and 
44 4).42 if trail grooming and snowmobile use were terminated in YNP, in time, the quality to meet the nutritional needs of YNP's ungulates. Forage abundance and quality have never been 
bison population would likely show mare year to year variation, similar to that observed in elk. Without a problem for bison in Yellowstone. Whether that forage is accessible in the winter is the problem. In 
access (o groomed trails, bison, in time, would revert to more natural distribution and movement patierns addition, bison have not been newly introduced to the Yellowstone ecosystem but evolved in this 
as exhibited prior to 1980, of, some may continue to demonstrate movement patterns similar to those landscape and therefore have learned how to survive under the climatic conditions that influence YNP 
exhibited presently Such movements, in the absence of groomed trails, would come at a higher 
energetic cost it should not be surprising that elk and bison show different population patierns. Bison Second, Yellowstone is comprised of many different habitat types. The substantial amount of 
utilize g Oomed snowmobile trails more frequently than elk and the stolid temperament of bison allows geothermal areas create an anomalous siti ation in Yellowstone which is not replicated anywhere else in 
them to use the trails even in the presence of snowmobiles. Elk, however, are more likely to flee from North America or, perhaps the World. li \s these geothermal areas which Dr. Meagher believes represent 
the approach of a snowmobile, resulting in increased energy utilization. Because of the complerity of survival habitat for Yellowstone's ungulaies during winter Because of the fragile soils at these sttes, in 
the issue, it 1s difficult to determine preci ely how the bison population would react to the termination of combination with the artificually high number of bison along with elk who use many of the geothermal 
trail grooming and snowmobile use withe ut closing the entire Park to these uses for an extended period areas during the winter (which is partly a sroduct of bison use of the groomed trai) system), there is 
of time and then monitor bison response Short of conducting such an experiment -- which would be the concer that the quality and quantry of v gewtion is declining due to the adverse effects of soi! 
antithesis of the current experiment bermg conducted with trai] grooming and snowmobiles models and compaction. If the flexibility proved to bison who use these survival habitats declines, as a 
other forms of analysis based on the data collected by Dr Meagher and others over the past several consequence of decreased plant productivity, vigor, and abundance, then this could result in a larger 
decades is the most feasible means of detormining what impact termination of trail grooming and proportion of bison emigrating from the Park and, if killed outside the Park, could result in increased 
snowmobile use may ultimately have on the bison population concer for the survival of the herd. 
44 42.45 The fact that biscn have expanded like a “wave front” across YNP should not be Third, this is not to suggest that the other winter rangelands, outside of the geothermal areas. are not 
surprising. This expansion is a product of bison fully occupying their habitat by | 980 in combination being impacted by bison. These lands are not being overgrazed by bison, but their functional use to 
with the stress dispersal in 1981 which le! to bison discovery and use of groomed snowmobile trails, bison has declined as the result of change: in bison population dynamics, movements, distribution, and 
whic opened additional habitat within and outside of the Park to bison use. Had the bison never habitat use resulting from bison use of grcomed snowmobile trails. This decline in the functional value 
vise. ed the trails, or had, preferably, tye trails never been groomed, it is possible that the bison of the rangeland to bison has infivenced bison feeding behavior and thew gregariousness Bison are 
popule vould have fluctuated, depencing principally on climatic variables, around a dynamic highly gregarious and prefer to stay in grcups. Their feeding behavior is best described as “take a step, 
equilib) um of a mately 2,000 animals (the estimated bison population size in 1980) with little take a bite.” Thus, when a group of bison move through an area, the area may have a mowed appearance 
emigrat on from the Park but there remains forage available for bisen or for other species. There is no evidence that bison have 
overgrazed any portion of Yellowstone. | or bison, however, though there is sti)! forage available, the 
48 9!1 This is precisely what ha: happened to the bison population as a result of bison use of the functional value of this land as a foraging site for bison has declined because bison would have to break 
groomed tr | system and the large numbers of animals slaughtered outside of the Park The trails have their social bonds to utilize this area. Bison will resist breaking social bonds unless it is absolutely 
provided acc ss to additional habitat both within and outside of the Parks In response, the population is essential for survival The groomed trails provide bison with a energy-efficient means of traveling in 
continually attempung to fill those habitats The slaughter of bison outside of the Park serves to prevent large groups which permits the bison to retain thei group dynamic while also accessing alternative 
the bison from ever completely filling the ir expanded range both inside and outside of the Park wintering sites 
45 13-14 The spatial limits of YNI' may not have ever been exceeded by bison had groomed trails Thus, bison body condition cannot end should not be used as an indicator of their impact on the 
not existed. Bison use of groomed trails, and learned knowledge of alternative wintering sites both environment. While the bulk of the evidence demonstrates that bison have not overgrazed the rangelands 
within and outside the Park, have facilitated bison emigration from the Park and the appearance, though in Yellowstone, there is concer regardiny the impact of bison, in combination with other species, on the 
artificial, that the spatial limits of YNP have been exceeded before the Park's carrying capacity was met geothermal! areas or winter survival habitat. In turn, this impect is attributable, at least in part, to the 
effect that bison use of groomed trails has had on bison movements, distribution, population dynamics, 
45 17-19 If trails were not groome 1, or bison did not use the groomed trai! system, it is possible and habitat use. This section of the Repo:t should be modified to more carefully and correctly evaluate 
that the bison herd could find an equilibrium point because both the annual increment of growth and the the issues that Dr. Meagher has raised in regard to bison impacts to their habitat in a far more rigorous 
26 27 


YELL-14714 contd 
EXHIBIT 3 contd 


manner 


4 25 Citing to the “Ba skgrounds and Issues” document (Montana Department of bish 
Wildlife, and Park et al 1990) as support for the YNP contention that “no resource damage’ attributable 
to bison has been documented is not appropriate. Not only is this document eight years old, but it was 
not intended as a comprehensive analysis of the range condition in YNP. That is not to say that there is 
resource damage, because the majority of the scientific studies conducted over several decades conclude 
that there is not 


4§ 18-4) The Yellowstone bison population most certainly demonstrated an increase in 
population size after the )}988 fires It is likely that the fire, and other factors, caused this population 
increase The increase, however, is not readily apparent from the population size estimates made at that 
tune because of the large number of animals, including pregnant females, killed during the winter of 

| 9RA/RY and in subsequent winters (i.e., 1991/92, 1994/95, 1995/96, and 1996/97) 


46 } The relearning that occurred prior to 1980 resulted in bison fully occupying the 
available habiiat. At this time, however, the bison were still distributed among three subgroups or 
subherds, the northern range herd, the Pelican Valley herd, and the Mary Mountain herd Though, at that 
tome. Meagher (1993) indicates that the b son had fully occupied the available habitat, they had not 
actually accessed or occupied all availabh: winter habitat in the Park because they had not yet discovered 
or extensively used the groomed trail system. In 198), however, winter severity triggered a stress 
dispersal which resulted in the bison discovering and using the groomed trail system which ultimately 
led them to alternative w.ntering sites, previously unused, both within and outside of the Park 


46 4.5 What kind of data would be needed to demonstrate the energetic benefits 
accrued by bison through the use of groor ved trails? Logically, if an animal, human or otherwise, is 
walking on groomed snowmobile trails this takes far less energy than walking through 2 feet of snow 
Precisely how much energy is being saver, or what these savings may mean to the individual animals, 
has not been calculated for YNP bison bu: such assessments have been made for other species. Instead 
of simply relying on the analysis contained in the Report to downplay the potentially significant 
energetic impacts of groomed trails on bivon, the Report should contain recommendations on how the 
cnergetic impacts of bison use of groomed trails could be evaluated 


46 18-25 The Report suggt sts that because the absolute population growth rate was 
essentially constant before and after bisor began to use groomed roads, that the groomed trails have “no 
substantial influence” on bison demographic performance This analysis is incorrect in that it neglects to 
consider several important variables 


First. the variables used in this analysis do not permit a determination that groomed trails have “no 
substantial influence” on bison demographic performance. Prior to | 980, the bison population was 
recovering from culling operations condu ted for several decades up unti) approximately 1968 
According to Meagher (1993) it was in 1°80 when the bison had fully occupied available habitat. Post 
1980. the bison discovered and began to ise the groomed snowmobiles trails. Because there is no 
sufficient time period prior to 1970 when the bison population had fully occupied its available habitat 
and when trails were not groomed, there is no control to use in evaluating how bison movements, 
distribution. habitat use, and annual popu ation changes have occurred in response to bison use of 
groomed trails. The analysis in the Report, therefore, is entirely speculative and has no control for 
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Second. the analysis only examines the annual rate of population increase in evaluating the impact of 
groomed trails on bison and fails to evaluate the impact of bison use of groomed trails on bison 
movements, distribution, and winterkil! 


If trails were never groomed in YNP, how’ would this have affected the demographics and other 
characteristics of the bison? This is the critical question which the Report does not even attempt to 
evaluate If it had, then it may have determined, as is probably the case, that without groomed trail bison 
movemen( and distribution patterns would be far different than what are presently observed. In turn, the 
bison population size would probably be wumatler since their range would have been more restricted and 
since they would not have accrued energy savings through the use of groomed trails. With a smaller 
population, there would be less pressure on each individual animal to emigrate from their traditional 
winter range, except possibly in the more severe winters, and those who did emigrate would have paid a 
greater energetic price for the movements 


Under such conditions, it is likely that there would have been proportionately greater winter kil! and 
proportionately less production within su groups or subherds than what has been documented since 
bison began using the groomed trails. In other words, the groomed trails may have masked density 
dependent influences on the population 0) @ local scale. If this had occurred, the population numbers 
would have essentially stabilized around some dynamic equilibrium 


Thus. contrary to the conclusion made in the Report, the absolute annual population growth rate may be a 
product of bison use of the groomed trail: and reflects the substantial impact that the trails are having on 

bison demographics. This effect would be even more significant, as previously stated. if bison, including 
pregnant females, were not slaughtered oitside of the Park 


Winterkill of bison has also been reduced through bison use of the groomed trai) system compared to 
what would occur under more natural ma vagement conditions The proportion of winter killed animals 
documented since 1981, including the 37.1 bison out of a total population of 3,500 who presumably 
winter killed during the severe winter of 996/97, probably does not accurately reflect the true 
proportional impact of winter kill if bison did not have access to groomed trails. For example, were 
groomed trails not available during the winter of 1996/97 to permit bison to emigrate both within and 
outside of the Park, the proportion of animals who winter killed would probably have been much higher 
due to the energy expenditures necessary to survive such a severe winter 


Furthermore, the proportional amount of winter killed bison decreased between |98| and 1997 In 198), 
according to Meagher (1993), at least 30° bison (15 percent) were estimated to have died from natural 
causes during the winter out of a total population of approximately 2,000. In 1997, according to the 
Report, only 374 (1) percent) out of a population of 3,500 bison in the fall of 1996 were estimated to 
have died from natura) causes during the winter. Thus, despite the fact that the bison population in | 996 
was 1.500 animals larger than the estimated population in 198! /82, and though the 1996 winter was more 
severe than the winter in 1981, 4 percent fewer bison died from natural winter kill in 1996 than in 198! 
This result should not be surprising since a larger proportion of the bison in the Park had learned 

know ledge of, and used, the groomed trails in 1996 than in 1981 


Third. the analysis does not consider the impact of mild winters on bison numbers During the decade of 
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the 1980's Yellowstone experienced a series of mild winters which was partly responsible for the overall! 
population merease which occurred during the decade Though bison had previously emigrated from the 
Park in smal! numbers, it was not until the winter of 1988/89 when over 900 animals emigrated over the 
northern border of the Park where 57! were shot by hunters. The milder the winter the less important 
groomed trails are energetically for bison Thus, during the early and mid- | 980s the mild winters 
combined with bison use of the groomed trail system and the energetic and habitat benefits recerved from 
using the trails allowed the bison population to increase but limited the emigration of bison from the 

Park. In |982 however, a combination of a loss of suitable habitat post-fire, combined with an average 
winter and the size of the herd bed to a substantial increase in emigration 


46 16-4) Understanding the social structure of a bison population is also a key element of 
assessing the impact of groomed trails on bison demographics, movements, distribution, and habitat use 
As a highly gregarious species, bison prefer to be in groups or herds. Only when separation is necessary 
for survival will bison break social bonds. The groomed trail system has provided bison with an ability 
to Move as groups to alternative wintering sites and to areas outside the Park In the past, without trails 
bison would have to break social bonds to survive the winter, resulting in smaller groups. This, in turn, 
could lead to greater susceptibility to predation and energetically, even if bison tend to follow each other 
would result in more leaders and greater energetic impacts for a larger proportion of the population 


in addition, though bison emigration is influenced both by the nomadic tendencies of the species as well 
as learned behavior, removal o7 large numbers of emigrating bison outside of the Park reduces the 
number of animals with learned knowledge of alternative wintering sites outside of the Park Regardless 
if bison were to emigrate from the Park without being able to access and use a groomed trail, the 
energetic costs of this movement will be higher than the cost being absorbed at the present ume 
depending on snow depth, density, water-content, and other factors 


46 46-48 This movemeni ‘in search of better conditions elsewhere” is primarily a product 
of bison use of the groomed trail system. If wail grooming were never allowed in the Park. there would 
be less incentive and need for bison to move, the herd size would be smaller. movement and distribution 
patterns would be less expansive, and occupied habitat would be more capable of holding the bison 
except in the most severe of winters 


47 7-8 The estimated mortality of 374 bison during the severe winter of 1996/97 may 
not be reflective of the true rate of natural mortality, since current winter use management. including trail 
grooming. creates an artificial environment not likely to be as severe for unguiates Given the severity of 
the winter of 1996/97 in terms of temperature, snow depth, snow water content, and the severity of the 
ice layer in the Park, assuming the population size was the same, if groomed trails were not available f 
use by bison the number of animals winter-killed would probably have been higher If trails had never 
been groomed, the proportion of the population which winter-killed would have been high, but the tota) 
number of bison would have been less 


47 16-18 The fact that most bison winter kil! deaths during the winter of 1996/97 involved 
calves should not be surprising since calves are more susceptible to winter stress and mortality than 
adults who have lived wn the system and are more capable of surviving the rigors of the winter season in 
the GYE 


47 32-34 For how long were the bison of Theodore Roosevelt Nationa! Park (TRNP) 
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considered brucellosis: free before being shipped to the Grand Teton National Park? Is it possible that 
the bruce|losis- free bison adults or calves removed from TRNP may have been harboring the bacteria in 
an inactive state which was undetectable with standard serologic tests? 


49 Figure Il-? lo make this analysis more understandable and to permit the reader to conduct 
the same calculations as summarized in the text, the Report should include a chart or additional table 
which provides both the elk population estimates and hunting removals by year As presently presented 
in Figure 11-7, the reader is forced to guess at both the population size and hunting removal figures 

bec ause the scale of the table is so large 


$0 s Why was a sightability correction factor used after 19867 The Report should 
explain the basis and need for this sightability factor so the Reader understands the justification for the 
additional element in the population analysis 


50 21 What evidence is available to demonstrate compensatory mortality in northern 
range elk? This evidence should be included in the Report, by citation or reference, so that the reader 
can review the literature documenting compensatory mortality in this, and presumably, other free 
ranging elk populations. If there is contradictory evidence which suggests that elk hunting mortality may 
be additive to natural mortality, this disagreement should also be noted 


$0 22 This statement 1s somewhat misleading While under current management 
schemes. elk are not likely to expand beyond thew current range north of Yellowstone Park. if 
management schemes were changed (1 ¢ elk hunting pressure was significantly reduced or eliminated) 
then regardless of snow conditions or natura) mortality, the northern range elk popule 00 would likely 
e\pand its range north of Yellowstone Park. Such an expansion is likely because there is sufficient and 
suitable habitat available for elk north of Yellowstone Park 


‘4 33 Though this statement is referring to a model, it is important to note that the 
actual fetal loss rate, if any occurs, is much less than one calf per infected female because there is no 
\alid evidence to demonstrate that every female bison aborts post mfection 


$4 1-13 Though this section explains some of the factors that contribute to the risk of 
transmission, it unfortunately never attempts to quantify the risk. Surely there is sufficient date available 
now to determine, at least generally, the risk of bacteria transmission between bison, elk, and cattle 

This section also fails to recognize that animals differ in their level of susceptibility to the bacteria In 
other words, if a susceptible animal was exposed to the bacteria it may or may not develop an infection 

\ \accinated animal, for example, is not likely to be as susceptible to infection as an unvaccinated 
animal 


\ccording to Dr. Donald Ferlicka, a former Montana State Veterinarian, only 15-20 perceni of 

cuscept. dle animals who ome in contact with the bacteria are likely to develop an i fection (Attachment 
his statement ts based on data coilected on cattle over several decades, whic! +s commonly referred 
1 as the L SDA Net onal contact herd transmission data. If animals nave « different level of 
susceptibility to miection, either because of vaccination status, breed, sex, age, or for other reasons, this 
information should be included and explained in the Report 


$5 5-6 This statement referring to the circumstantial and epidermologic evidence of 
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transmission is contradicted by information contained in the Report at 27/28. In the latier section, 
relying on the same circumstantial and epidemiologic evidence, it was concluded that “wildlife cannot 
be determined to de the source of brucellosis.” Either this data is insufficient or it is legitimate, but it 
cannot be both This is another example of an inconsistency and contradiction in the Report which must 
be corrected 


5! 20-21 Similarly, despite previously concluding that “wildlife cannot be determined to 
be the source of brucellosis,” this statement suggests that bison and clk were responsible for the infection 
of six cattle herds in Wyoming. Again, the evidence cannot be both ambiguous and legitimate, it can 
only be one or the other. This is another example of an inconsistency and contradiction in the Report 
which must be corrected 


55 23-24 The Report should include, if available, additional information regarding the 
alleged transmission of B. aborius from bison to cattle in Arkansas and the source of the information. 


55 27-28 To provide a more balanced presentation, the Report should at least mention that 
some scientists (See Meyer and Meagher, 1995) believe that the experimental methodology used by 
Davis et al. (1990) was flawed, and, among other things, involved an excessive dose of the challenge 
strain. The published critique of Davis et al. (1990), which was peer reviewed, should be cited and 
summarized in this section of the Report 


55 38-40 The risk of bacteria transmission from bison to cattle is also low because of, 
among other things, the rarity of abortions in Yellowstone bison, predator behavior, and because of 
spatial and temporal separation between the species. These other factors should be recognized in this 
section of the Report 


56 38-40 The evidence is not sufficient to conclusively demonstrate that the Jackson bison 
herd was infected by elk on the NER feedground. While this is probably the source of bacteria 
transmission, it is possible that the bison relocated to the Jackson herd from the Theodore Roosevelt 
Nationa! Park herd were exposed, but tested negative. It is also possible that some of the bison calves 
left in the Jackson herd after adults were siaughtered for disease management retained some level of 
infection which was not detected in the sampling done post removals 


56 43 What evidence is available to prove that bison represent a “continuing 
reinfection source for elk?” The Fund is not aware of any evidence which demonstrates that bison in the 
GY E have ever been responsible for transmitting B, abortus to elk under natural conditions. If there is 
no evidence of such transmission, then this statement should either be deleted in its entirety or should be 
clearly stated that this statement is based purely on anecdotal and circumstantial evidence, but that bison 
may not be responsible for the continuing infection rete in feedground or non-feedground elk 


56 48 The fact that one elk hunter in Montana may have contracted B, abortus from an 
elk is not cause for concern. Indeed, considering the thousands of hunters who pursue northern range elk 
every winter, the fact that there may have been only one incident of bacteria transmission is rather 
remarkable. Given that no hunter who pursues elk in the southern range, where the level of infection is 
generally higher. has contracted undulant fever, the one incident in a northern range hunter is so 
remarkable as to be improbable. Indeed, at a recent meeting of the GYIBC, it has been suggested that 
this humter may have had the opportunity to be exposed to the bacteria through other sources, including 


32 


through vaccines used in cattle. Additional information about this particular incident should be obtained 
from Montana's Department of Public Health before it 1s assumed that this hunter was exposed to the 
bacteria from an elk 


59 1-2 This statement should be modified to indicate that bison bulls may, due to 
behavior, be more likely to be exposed to the bacteria than elk bulls, but neither bison or elk bulls pose 
any measurable risk of transmisnion. The Report had previously concluded that the risk of bison bulls 
transmitting the bacteria to cattle was “vanishingly small,” thus even if these animals are more likely to 
be exposed to the bacteria if it is present in the environment, this should not alter their risk of 
transmitting the bacteria to susceptible cattle In addition, if natural service in cattle, even when the bull 
is known to be infected, doesn't result in transmission, then, because the act and mechanism of mating is 
the same, why would there necessarily be an increased risk of bison bulls transmitting the bacteria to 
bison cows during natural service? 


59 16-46 See ES2;3-9 


59 22-23 Though human brucellosis was not intended to be part of this study, it is entirely 
inappropriate to cite to a personal communication with Dr. Donald Davis of Texas A&M University as 
support for the claim that “B. abartus infections of humans ... in and around the GYA have occurred.” If 
there are not actual examples and documentation of human brucellosis cases in the GYE from either 
Montana's pubiic health department, the Centers for Disease Control, or other credible sources, then this 
statement must be removed from the Report 


59 35 What evidence is available to support the claim that aerosol transmission of the 
bacteria is possible? A valid scientific study that documents this phenomenon should be cited 


60 3-8 This entire section of the Report should be deleted because it is not pertinent to 
the analysis of B, abortus in bison and elk of the GYE. Though reindeer may or may not act as a source 
of the bacteria for other wild ungulates, this is irrelevant to the issue at hand because reindeer ave not 
found in the GYE 


VACCINES 


6! 16-18 Data on the safety and efficacy of RBS! in bison and elk does not support the 
statement that the vaccine provides “a similar degree of protection” as found in cattle. The results 
obtained by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department on elk along with the results of Palmer et al 
(1986) and Dr Dave Hunter of the Idaho Deparment of Fish and Game indicate that RBS| may not be 
safe or effective in elk or bison. This section of the Report should be modified to reflect this 
information 


62 17-22 It is improper to compare the management and brucellosis eradication strategies 
of other publicly managed bison herds with the situation in Yellowstone All other publicly managed 
bison herds in this country are either confined by fences and/or subject to routine roundups and culling 
(either live or through hunting). Because of the management differences, it 1s inappropriate to even 
suegest that because Wind Cave National Park or the National Bison Range has eradicated B. abortus 
that the same is possible in Yellowstone. Yellowstone is not fenced. Culling of animals within the Park 
would be unacceptable to the majority of the public not to mention be entirely inconsistent with NPS 
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statutes an:! regulations, and a safe and effective vaccine for bison is years away, if ever, from use on 
Yellowsto.e’s bison It 1s also important to note, as the Report recognizes, that few records were kept 
regarding "he potential impacts of the Strain |9 on these herds thus preventing any determination, 
contrary to the assertion in the Report, that no adverse impacts were associated with the Strain |9 
vaccinate program. 


62 2.33 Davis et al. (1990) did not involve vaccinated animals and, therefore, should not 
be cited in this section of the Report. In addition, the second experiment referred to in this section has a 
very small sample size requiring caution when analyzed and this study is not identified. A citation for 
this study should be provided 


63 6-8 Though mentioned elsewhere in the Report, this statement fails to recognize that 
there is scientific disagreement (See, Smith and Roffe, 1997) over whether, based on the available data, 
the decline in B_aborius in some feedground elk herds can be attributed to the vaccination program. 


63 8-9 It is incorrect to assume that no environmental hazard associated with the use of 
Strain |9 vaccine exists because no effort has ever been made to assess whether the vaccine has resulted 
in adverse impacts to non-target species. Just because an impact to non-target species has not been 
documented doesn't mean that the impact has not occurred, particularly since no effort has been made to 
assess or study such impacts. 


65 Table IN}-1 An addition column should be added to this Table in order to provide the citation 
or reference for each of the studies identified. Or, if the research is ongoing this should be specified 


66 1-5 This section should also include the results obtained by Dr. Dave Hunter of the 
idaho Department of Fish and Game who is conducting biosafety experiments with RBS! in bison 


66 44-45 Olsen et al. (1997) had a very small sample size. Thus, it is not sufficient to rely 
on this single study to evaluate the safety or efficacy of RBS! in bison. Either the Report should 
recognize the limitations of this study or cite a study, if any exist, involving a larger, more statistically 
valid, sample size 


67 45 See. 66;44-45 


68 3-5 This statement suggest that all young mammals “kill B. abortus and clear the 
organisms from them tissues more quickly than adults.” While this may have been demonstrated in 
cattle. is there evidence to suggest that this also applies to other young mammals of other species. 
including elk and bison? Regardless of the answer, this statement should be modified to more clearly 
reflect in what species this has been demonstrated. If young bison and elk react this way to B. abortus, 
ihen there is reason to seriously question the management policies implemented by Montana and the 
National Park Service over the past twelve years which have led to the slaughter of over 3,000 bison. If 
\oung bison and elk are killing and clearing the bacteria, presumably they have developed some level of 
resistance to the bacteria which may effectively prevent infection as a consequence of repeat exposure to 
the bacteria. If this is true, then it would serve to substantiate the need to protect seropositive animals 
since these animals may have developed a resistance to the bacteria and, therefore, are less likely to 
become infected or infectious as the resul! of a repeat exposure. 


34 


SIL 


68 13-16 In addition to Palmer et al., (1996) the Report should also cite the preliminary 
results obtained by Dr. Dave Hunter of the Idaho Department of Fish and Game on the RBS! from 
experiments he had conducted on bison removed from Yellowstone Park last spring. According to 
research reports provided at recent meetings of the GYIBC, Dr. Hunter has documented abortions, 
retained placentae, placentitis, and other adverse effects in bison vaccinated with RBS) ducing the third 
trimester of pregnancy. This is precisely what The F und predicted would be the result of this iil- 
conceived, inhumane, and illegal experiment when 1 requested that the NPS not permit the pregnant 
animals to be removed from the Park 


68 17-21 If so many factors can influence the development, efficacy, safety, and delivery 
of a vaccine, then is it worth the effort and expense to continue to promute vaccine development instead 
of more aggressively pursuing and implementing strategies to reduce the already insignificant risk of 
transmission even further? Given these factors, even if a safe and efficacious vaccine was developed 
under confined and controlled conditions, there is no guarantee that this vaccine wil) be effective under 
natural conditions. This possibility should be reflected in this section of the Report 


68 23-26 What evidence is available to suggest that brucellosis in bison and elk “closely 
resembles the disease in cattle, sheep, goats, and other ruminants?” The Fund does not believe that 
evidence is available to substantiate the alleged similarity in the disease between these different species 
If there is, this evidence should be presented somewhere in the Report, perhaps in a table which 
compares the epidemiology, pathogenesis, serology, anc bacteriology of B_ abortus in these different 
species. In addition, the “important species differences (which) define the disease in a particular host” 
should be delineated in the Report. At present neither information about the similarities or differences in 
the disease in various animal species is contained in the Report 


68 37-38 How does progesterone or other steroids affect how B. abortus is cleared from an 
animal? Is bacteria clearance stimulated or diminished in response to increased levels of progesterone or 
other steroids? Since not everyone who reads the Report will be familiar with the impacts of 
progesterone or other steroids on anumals, additional explanation about this impact should be included in 
the Report 

69 14-17 The study being referred to in this section should be specified 

69 22 What evidence is available which demonstrates that Strain 19 or RBS| is safe 
when give en to bison subcutaneously in appropriate doses? Al! of the experimental! evidence that The 
Fund is aware of including the experiments done by Dr. Donald Davis at Texas A&M University, Dr 
Steve Olsen of the U.S. Department of Agriculture, Dr. Dave Hunter of the Idaho Deparument of Fish 
and Game. and other studies suggest that this conclusion is not accurate None of these studies 
demonstrated that either Strain 19 or RBS! was safe in bison. In addition, it is not clear that appropriate 
doses of Strain 19 or RBS! in bison have ever been determined. Evidence to substantiate this claim must 
be provided or this assertion must be removed from the Report 


0 Figure 111-2 What study is Figure Ill-2 referring to? A citation or reference to the study 
should be included in the Figure description 


7 12 A citation or reference to substantiate the statement regarding the failure to 
isolated Strain |9 and RBS! from nasa! swabs, saliva, tears, or urine of bison and elk should be provided 
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7) 22-23 Since RBS! persisted in one bison two weeks post vaccination, this finding 
would not satisfy the efficacy and safety criteria contained in Table Lll-2 which specify that the bacteria 
must not persist in the bloodstream for more than 3 days. A citation or reference for the study referred to 
in this sentence should be provided. 


7” 29-30 What is the evidence to demonstrate that replication or persistence of the 
bactena beyond |6 weeks is associated with localization in the reproductive organs and mammary glands 
of bison and elk? While this statement may be accurate for cattle, if it is has not been proven tu be 
applicable to bison and elk as well, then the Report should provide this clarification. 


71 7 A citation or reference to the ongoing study of Fort Niobrara bison should be 
provided. 
75 $-31 Though the Report suggests that vaccination is critically important for 


eliminating the bacteria, the Report neglects to consider many of the impediments to a widescale 
vaccination program for free-ranging elk and bison, including the cost of developing a vaccine. the tack 
of an appropnate delivery system, and the logistical, social, and legal impediments to implementing a 
widescale vaccination program. Indeed, the Repo:t indicates that a vaccination program for elk would be 
impossible and, if used on bison, would be very intrusive (Report at ESS.29). In addition, the Report 
nearly completely ignores the potential impact of a vaccination program on non-target species. It is one 
thing to implement @ vaccination program on a herd of privately owned domestic livestock. It is 
something entirely different to implement s widescale vaccination program on free-ranging elk and 
bison, some of whom inhabit YNP. Like the majority of agency officials involved in thrs debate, the 
Report authors clearly don't understand the legal, policy, and social implications of designing and 
implementing ungulate management policies in National Parks. 


75 29 Considering the rarity of documented abortions in the Yellowstone bison herd, 
and since even a safe and effective vaccine may induce abortions, isn’t it possible that by implementing a 
vaccination program for Yellowstone bison the rate of abortion may be increased, rather than decreased” 
In addition, since intercurrent infection with field strain can affect the impact of the vaccine on the 
vaccinated animals, isn't it possible thai the vaccine could induce abortions in field strain infected bison 
thereby increasing. not decreasing, the potential risk of transmission to domestic cattle? If. in time, the 
number of bison with a developed resistance to the bacteria increases, isn't time a more effective mean 
of further reducing the already insignificant risk of transmission even further? 


REDUCING THE RISK OF TRANSMISSION FROM WILDLIFE TO CATTLE 


76 1-6 Why must bacteria eradication, if even possible. involve a test and slaughter 
component? If this component is simply used to expedite the eradication process, then this ts not a 
sufficient justification. Considering that cattle most likely introduced the bacteria to elk and bison and 
that the bacteria has been present in these populations for several decades. a quick fix or solution to this 
debate, regardless of what the livestock industry may desire, is unnecessary. Even if vaccination was 
available. if a vaccination-only approach took 60 years to eradicate the bacteria instead of 20 vears if 
vaccination was combined with test and slaughter. the additional time should not be considered a 
detriment since the objective will still be achieved and it will be achieved in a manner that is more 
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consistent with NPS management mandates and policies. Considering that it has taken over 60 years to 
eradicate B. abortus in cattle, surely we can take as much time to eradicate the bacteria m bison and elk, 
assuming eradication is possible, acceptable, and desirable. 


Moreover, the emphasis on eradication of the bacteria 1s not consistent with previous statements i the 
Report which suggest that eradication is “more a statement of principle than a workable program. ” 
Report at ES5,26. If this is the case, and if risk management is a more appropriate strategy, then the 
Report should emphasize the development and implementation of strategies designed to reduce the 
already msignificamt risk of bacteria transmission versus continuing to promote eradication. 


76 20-22 What explains the reduction in seroprevelance in Wind Cave National Park 
bison between 1945 (85 percent) and 1960 (56 percent) and 1964 (37 percent)? Since the Report 
Suggests that efforts to eradicate the bacteria were not initiated until 1964, then cither sampling 
inconsistencres or some natural factor must be responsible for the significant decrease in seroprevelance 
between 1945 and 1964 This factor, if known, should be delineated in the Report. 


76 28 It is not clear what is meant by “facilities for active control of the herd of 250 
bison were not built.” What is certain is that Wind Cave National Park, contrary to the conclusion in the 
Report. does not follow the “natural management” mandate of the NPS. As a fenced herd, it is not 
possible for “natural management” to apply to this group of animals. Wind Cave National Park and its 
management fram. voia is nothing like Yellowstone and, thus, it 1s improper to compare the two 
programs. 


8 8-17 Not only is ft mappropriate to compare bison management, or potential 
management, strategies between Yellowstone and, for example. Wind Cave National Park. but it 1s even 
more iappropriate to compare the management of bison and brucellosis on a U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Refuge with bison management in Yellowstone. National Wildlife Refuges are managed under a 
completely different legal framework than National Parks so what is possible on a Refuge may be illegal 
ina Park. The fact that Wichita Mountains Wildlife Refuge was able to eradicate brucellosis from its 
bison so quickly is an accomplishment but it is completely meaningless im regard to what is or is not 
possible in Yellowstone National Park. 


78 27-30 This section is contradictory On the one hand it is suggested that vaccination 
alone will not eliminate B. abortus. but then, on the other hand, suggests that “reduction of susceptible 
anima! numbers by vaccination with decreased exposure to infectious material) make elimination of 
brucellosis possible in the GYA.” Either vaccination alone wil! or will not eliminate the bacteria. While 
The Fund is not supportive of using vaccination as a means to eliminate the bacteria. it believes that if a 
safe and effective vaccine is found then, given time, the bacteria can be eliminated through vaccination 
alone. 


8 32-34 Artificially controlling elk populations and movements would also be helpful in 
reducing the risk of transmission but is not likely to be accepted by the public. This possible remedy, 
how ev er. was not even mentioned in the Report. Moreover, artificially controlling cattle numbers, 
distribution, and movements also would further reduce the already insignificant risk of transmission but 
this too was. inexplicably, not suggested Even the proposal to artificially contro! bison population 
numbers for disease management purposes. as was demonstrated during the winter of 1996/97, does not 
enjoy public support. One of the reasons for this lack of support is that the agencies, including the NPS, 
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have never involved the public in deciduig whether B. abortus should be eliminated from wikilife wm the 
GYF or if some form of risk-management, even if in perpetuity, is a more appropriate strategy to resolve 
this ongowng comtroversy Instead, the aencies have independently decided to eradicate the bacteria. 
regardiess of what the public may desire and despite the fact that there is no federal or state law that 
requires the bacteria to be eradicated in wildlife 


While no one person can ever be completely objecti: °, the level of bias in favor of cattle and against 
wildlife, particularly bison, reflected in (his statement and which permeates a large proportion of the 
Report, 5 noteworthy. 


” 2-10 This proposal, t) use a widescale vaccination program in combination with a test 
and slaughter program to eliminate Bal actus in bison, is remarkably similar to a proposal put forth by 
the US Department of Agriculture approximately 2 years ago. This is not surprising given Dr 
Cheville's long-term employment by the USDA and his apparent continuing adherence to USDA policy 
and preference for addressing the Yellov stone bison issue There is a number of serious problems with 
this proposal 


First, unlike cattle who are typically priv ately owned, Yellowstone bison are held in the public trust 
Thus, implementation of ® vaccination ad test and slaughter program cannot be done without public 
support and public involvement in the decision-making process. In this case, neither the GYIBC or any 
of its member agencies have ever attemny ted to ascertain the public's perception of whether the bacteria 
needs to be eradicated at all, and, if so, \/hat criteria or standards should be established to ensure that this 
program is done appropriately and hums nely 


Second, if the agencies bothered to cons der public opinion, then they would learn that the public is not 
likely to be supportive of any program that manages Yellowstone bison like livestock. Thus, even if 
there were an effective vaccine, it is quie possible that a segment of the public, perhaps a majority, 
would oppose initiating a vaccination program, not to mention a test and slaughter program, particularly 
if, as 1s the case here, there are reasonab\e and feasible alternatives to that action which would reduce the 
already insignificant risk of transmission even more. 


Third, a vaccination and test and sloughier program is not economically feasible. To date, no vaccine has 
been found to be safe and effective in bison The development of a vaccine for bison, if even possible. is 
likely to take several more years and co:ts millions of dollars and hundreds of animal lives. The 
development and implementation of a é:livery mechanism will also be expensive. In addition to these 
direct economic costs, there may be indirect costs associated with such a program that are not easily 
quantified 


If the Report were truly complete, these types of economic, social, and logistic factors would have been 
considered and evaluated Short of prov iding such an analysis, the Report, at the very least. should 
specify that the suggested management wpproaches may ultimately be possible screntifically, but may not 
be appropriate for political, economic, | gistical, or social reasons. 


9 12 While the testir g and slaughter of bison in the GYF would be enormously 
difficult logistically, prohibitively expensive, and socially and politically unacceptable. the thought of 
conducting a similar program on elk in he GYE is even more improbable and unlikely. The Report 
should be modified to remove any refer nce to test and slaughter of bison or elk in the GYE, even if 
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these suategies were combined with vac ination, since such programs are infeasible and unacceptable 


” 23 This staternent » uggests that various alternatives are available to cause « 
reduction in the mumber of abortions in luson. Since the abortion rate is not known, but |s expected to be 
quite low, how much further can the rate be reduced before the level of risk is considered acceptable? 
Given the other factors that influence the risk of transmisson, in addition to abortion, the need for any 
additional reduction in the current level of risk would be difficult to substantiate and is likely to be 
economically prohibitive 


” 26 Relying on the opinion of Dr R Mead, the Washington State Veterinarian 
regarding the pros and cons of vaccination versus vaccination and test and slaughter is inappropriate 
Why choose a State Veterinarian, somec ne with a clear bias in this debate, to provide such an analyse’ 
Why not choose someone from an animal protection organization to provide an analysis? Why not 
choose someone who is truly objective and has no stake in the process, or someone who is 

know ledgeable about brucellosis in wildlife or NPS management policy, to prepare such in analysis? 


The fact that Dr Mead concluded that bth approaches would result in an ‘adverse impact on GYA 
Management’ demonstrates that neither approach is acceptable since i would compromise the 
management mandate of one agency, the NPS, in favor of the interests of a special interest group, 
livestock producers 


80 12-14 This proposal is, not surprisingly, remarkably similar to @ proposal put forth by 
the USDA several years ago. It fails to vonsider or include other potential solutions (i.¢., terminating 
tras! grooming in the Park, closing or modifying grazing allounents outside of the Park, or mandating 
cattle vaccination) which are all important risk management strategies which should be implemented 


80 25-26 The effort to erndicate B. abortus in Wind Cave National Park did not involve 
long term vaccination followed by a cul ing program. Instead, vaccination was used with test and 
slauglter to expedite eradication of the bacteria. This is not the same type of program which the Report 
evaluates for implementation in Yellowstone Park 


80 40-4) What would be the potential impact to other species if they ate feed laced with 
the vaccine? This information, if known, should be included in the Report 


&} 44-36 Attempting to f nd a vaccine which would permit venereal transmission through 
natural service between a bison bull and cow is irrelevant since there is no evidence that bison bulls are 
able to transmit the bacteria through natural service. If vaccination is ever implemented for bison and/or 
elk in the GYE it will have to focus on female animals 


8! 4|-46 The responsibi! ity for addressing this issu. should fall more heavily on the 
agricultural producer than National Par} wildlife. Though the produ.~ in the GYE are not directly 
responsible for introducing the bacteria to wildlife, it most likely originated in cattle. Furthermore, 
placing management emphasis on the ci ttle instead of the wildlife is far easier logistically and far less 
costly because cattle are routinely handled and vaccines are available that are known to be relatively safe 
and efficacious in cattle In addition, by requiring producers to only run steers or spayed heifers on their 
lands in the GYE, even if this is limited to only a 5 year period, provides additional time for finding a 
more permanent solution to this issue while reducing the day to day controversy associated with 
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slaughtering hundreds of animals annual y The Report should reflect these benefits of modifying the 
types of domestic cattle that can be socked in the GYE. 


82 22-25 It is not clear from this statement whether the proposal to establish quarantine 
zones will involve increased surveillance, monitoring, and vaccination of cattle or bison Though it is 


presumed, particularly because no vaccine is currently available for bison, that this proposal is directed at 
cattle this should be clarified. 


82/8) 43-9 The lack of genetic diversity and unique alleles when comparing different bison 
populations does not suggest that “conse: vation of genetic diversity is not a major issue in the 
management of the YNP bison” If anyt! ing, this lack of diversity and unique alleles emphasizes the 
need 10 protect as many bison as possible to preserve as much remaining genetic diversity and unique 
alleles as is possible Otherwise, the leve! of diversity and number of unique alleles in bison are likely to 
decline even further than has already occ irred resulting in decreased genetic fitness 


8) 26-30 Though this state ment is principally directed at the northern YNP elk herd, why 
wouldn't these confounding variables associated with natural regulation in elk also be applicable to 
bison That is, why don't the same factors that make Yellowstone natural regulation policy for elk 
controversial and the subject of significa: t debate influence Yellowstone natura! regulation policy for 
bison in a similar manner? The fact that these variables exist suggest that there is no simple answer to 
whether the natural regulation policy for wh is effective or not. This same caution should have been, but 
inexplicably was not adhered to by the Ri port authors when evaluating natural regulation, including the 
effect of groomed snowmobile trails, on bison 


83 3$-37 Despite the reco, nition of Yellowstone as a “baseline area” where the course of 
nature can be observed, this critical scien ific benefit represented by Yellowstone is not considered when 
evaluating various B abortus management alternatives. It 1s important that the scientific importance of 
Yellow stone be considered when evaluating any and all managemeni policy modifications 


8} 47 48 If decisions to imervene in the management of bison and elk in Yellowstone 
Park “must be supported by clear and compelling evidence and a consensus of experts that they are 
necessary.” why shouldn't this same criteria be used in developing and implementing appropriate 
strategies for managing B. abortus in elk wd bison or in determining if trail grooming in the Park should 
be terminated” Strategses implemented for bacteria management over the past decade have not been 
supported by clear and compelting evider ce nor have experts agreed with the components of the strategy 
In regard to trai) grooming, the analysis provided in the Report, demonstrates a incomplete understanding 
of bison ecology or behavior, the ec logy of Yellow cane Park, and without consulting with various 
e\perts that have a better understanding of these issues and how groomed trails may affect bison 
population dy namics, movements, and di: tribution 


\ny decision to implement invasive mangement strategies for ungulates in Yellowstone must be wel! 
documented because such strategies, under most conditions, violate the NPS natural regulation mandate. 
Strategies for bacteria and winter use mar agement are equally important and should be subject to the 
same level of analysis and agreement before implemented. 


Ra 6 Elk are managed through hunting in Grand Teton National Park as a result of 
Congressional! action, not because the NPS necessarily wants to allow elk hunting in this Park As 


“0 


written, this statement suggests that elk ‘ management” in OTNP is the result of a NPS decision that the 
elk herd needed to be managed through luating, when the NPS has, at this time, no choice but to 
continue to permit elk hunting 


84/85 42-4 This section emphasizes the need to protect Yellowstone and to continue to 
adhere to a management policy of nature! regulation, despite what critics, including Dr. McCullough 
may think [f anything, efforts should be made by Congress and the agencies to expand the boundaries 
of Yellowstone to create as large a natur! area encompassing as much of the ecosystem as possible 
Regardless of whether such an expansion is possible, Yellowstone and its management policies, though 
not supported by all, represent a critically important natural research area which are becoming 
increasingly rare. This fact, in and of itself, provides sufficient justification for continuing to apply 
“natural regulation” to the management of Yellowstone ungulates. To make this policy even more 
effective, however, the NPS has to stop rooming snowmobile trails to recreate and reemphasize, to the 
extent possible in this modern world, natural processes to the fullest extent possible 


85 9 The decline in the northern range etk herd is not attributable only to density 
dependent factors as hunting mortality oontributes as well. The amount of hunting mortality is 
influenced by climatic conditions which in tum, influenced elk emigration from the Park 


aS 13.19 This section should be modified to reflect the true impact of snowmobile trai) 
grooming on bison population dynamics If groomed tratls were eliminated, it is likely that natura! 
regulation would, over time, exert a grester influence on bison population size and growth rates To 
suggests that bison are not naturally regulated, and that control of bison needs to be addressed, fails to 
recognize NPS statutory and regulatory authority for the management of wildlife in the Parks. It also 
fails to consider the social dynamic of the potential for implementing a bison contro! program inside 
Yellowstone. A large majority of the public would reject such an alternative. Similarly, bison hunting 
outside of Yellowstone is likely to be opposed by the majority of the public because of the symbolic and 
historical importance of bison in Ameri an culture and due to the lack of fair chase associated with 
hunting National Park bison. 


85/86 32-32 If the NPS cont nues to groom snowmobile trails in Yellowstone then the Park 
will continue to act as a “source” for bison. Contrary to the inadequate analysis provide in the Report of 
the impacts of groomed trails on bison population dynamics, movements, and distribution, if the NPS 
Were to terminate trail grooming activities and prohibit snowmobile use in the Parks, it is unlikely that 
the Park, except if there were a series of mild winters, would continue to act as a source for Yellowstone 
bison. Because the Report's analysis of the impact of trail grooming on bison was deficient, this section 
of the Report should be modified to reflect the strong possibility that without snowmobile trails 
Yellowstone's bison population size may begin to fluctuate around a dynamic equilibrium and the 
number and rate of bison emigrating from the Park would likely be reduced 


86 15-22 Shifting the boundary beyond the current Yellowstone Park border where bison 
would be allowed to roarn would not siryply move the line beyond which bison must be killed if a shift in 
management boundaries was combined with prohibiting trail grooming and snowmobile use in 

‘V ellow stone Park. Under this swategy. given the impact of trail grooming on bison population size, 

mov ements, and distribution, the avera ye number and rate of bison leaving the Park is likely to decline 
over time. while those bison who do emigrate from the Park will have additions! habitat to occupy before 
thes face removal by capture or shooting 
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TESTIMONY PRESENTED AT THE BOARD OF LIVESTOCK BEARING 
OCTOBER 18, 1891 
RELATIVE TC) THE ADOPTION OF RULES 
FOR THE CONTROL OF MIGRATING DISEASED BISON 


On oath and affidavit I hereby state for the record the following: 


My name is Donald Ferlicka, I am a licensed doctor of Veterinary 
Medicine employed by the Department of Livestock as Administrator 
of Animal Wealth laws. I save been employed as a veterinarian by 
the Department for over 23 years, the last seven years, ten months 
as Administrator and State Veterinarian. 


The fact of endemic brucellosis within the elk and bison of 
Yellowstone Park is a well documented scientific fact. Scientific 
studies have elucidated the natural history of this focus of 
brucellosis infection to be identical in every way so far studied 
to the cattle brucellosis that was eradicated from Montana on May 
31, 1984. The disease survives within the wildlife species inside 
Yellowstone Park and has been shown to be readily transmissible to 
cattle outside the Park when contact is established with those 
cattle. Based on @ large volume of USDA Wational contact herd 
transmission data, the grobability is that contact between an 
infected bison herd and a clean cattle herd allows a 15-20% chance 
that the infection will transfer from the bison to the cattle. 
Brucellosis transmits as readily from bison to cattle as it does 
from cattle to cattle. There is no doubt that migrating bison from 
Yellowstone Park represen’: a clear and present risk of catastrophic 
proportions to the Montana Cattle Industry. Because of this clear 
and present risk, a large body of Federal and State authority 
exists to put certain species-specific prohibitions on animals 
affected with Brucellosis. 


The magnitude of this petential catastrophe can be estimated by 
reviewing eradication program expenses and activities. The United 
States, in cooperation with the fifty states, has spent over $3 
billion thus far for brucellosis eradication from the U.S. cattle 
population. The expense burden Nationally continues to accrue at 
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a rate of $65 million a year. Montana's share of this total cost 
was $30 million with the task being completed in this State June 
1, 1965, with the recognition as Brucellosis Free. Immediate 
savings from this accomplishment amounted to more than $2 million 
per year to the Montana Cattle Industry. Brucellosis eradication 
defines minimum performance standards based on scientific knowledge 
to be adhered to through compliance with Federal and State 
mandates. A worst casu scenario of uncontrolled brucellosis 
reintroduction into Montana could represent losses of up to $10 
million @ year to the Montana Cattle Industry. A cost which can 
not be expressed in terms of dollars is the cost of human 
brucellosis or undulant fever. This disease is contracted through 
Close contact with infecsed animals. From 194) to 1949 Montana 
averaged ten human cases each year with a peak occurrence of 20 in 
the year 1950. Since that time incidence of undulant fever has 
dropped steadily to where no cattle caused cases have been reported 
Since Montana was recognized as cattle brucellosis free in 1985. 
A wildlife caused case occurred however in 1965 in Southwestern 
Montana. Undulant fever !s a serious disease that can cause severe 
disability and even death. 


There has never been a comprehensive bricellosis control program 
conducted on the reservoir species within Yellowstone Park, 
although consideration of such a program has been requested 
numerous times through the years. Prior to 1968 emigration of 
bison from the Park was a rare event due to the active population 
control of bison within the Park by Park Rangers. With the 
abandonment of the active population control program for the 
“hands-off"/"natural-control-only” policy, the bison herd began to 
grow from 400 in 1968 to approximately 2000 by 1984. This 
exponential growth rate continues to this time. In 1971, to 
appease concerns of the cattle industries of Montana, Wyoming, and 
Idaho, a boundary contro). program was offered by the Yellowstone 
Park Administration. Under this plan, National Park Service 
Rangers and State Game Wardens would cooperate to stop emigration 
of bison by taking the animals through lethal means either inside 
or outside of the Park boundary. By 1975, small groups of bison 
were routinely threatenirg to migrate out and in a few instances 
did so temporarily. In 1984 State Came Wardens took 88 bison that 
left Yellowstone National Park under the afore mentioned boundary 
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control concept. Park officials took none to my knowledge. The 

1985 Legislative Assembly adopted a hunting season for bison which Protocol for evaluating Safety and Efficacy 

was in effect from September 1985 until rescinded the Spring of of a Wildli Vv. 

1991. Under this hunting provision a total of 68) bison were taken Se Veosine against Svecsllesie 

by hunters. The 1991 Legislature suspended the sales of licenses in the GYA 

for hunting and turned bison control over to the Statutory ' 

Authorities of the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks - SERED CP Cb CHS ee Cay Seaasente 

for concerns of public safety and property damage, and to the 

Montana Department of Livestock to deal with the matter of diseased The recommendations for the following criteria regarding 

migrating bison and the risk they represent to cattle. The rules eeeerty A ge A. » + * on the pocumnseee Chet any 
rucellosis vaccine evaluat y these criteria wou ave defined 

under considesation at this time and at this hearing are intended dosage, route of adninistration, and age restrictions for any 

to specify the parameters of that Statutory Authority of the application of the vaccine. The vaccine strain will demonstrate 


Department of Livestock. Stable charaeteristics following in vitro and in vivo passage. Al) 
efficacy evaluations within the principal species would be in 
animals of minimal recommended age, at the minimaliy recommended 
dosage and administered in accordance with recommendations. for 


The bison herd at this time in Yellowstone National Park ts now safety evaluations within the principal species, animals would be 


estimated at 3200 head and continued increase is expected. Bison pe ap ——— age, at the maximal recommended dosage, and 
administered in accorcance with recommendations. The assumption is 
will therefore continue t> migrate from Yellowstone Park in varying also made that the criteria for approval of a vaccine as safe will 
numbers from year to year. Until brucellosis is eliminated from be the same in both male and female animals in the targeted 
the Park, diseased bison will be included in this migration and may population. For the purposes of this paper, the definition of a 
well represent the majority of the animals involved. This calf will be a bison or elk of less than 12 months of age. 
migration therefore will put our billion dollar cattle industry at Calfhood Vaccines 
serious risk. Only maintaining separation of diseased bison from Safety 
clean cattle can protect our ladustry until a definitive solution To be defired as safe, a vaccine would not have any 
can be implemented. It. 4s the responsibility of the Montana Clinical effects that would increase predation or decrease 
Survivability. Adverse clinical effects may include, but not 
Department of Livestock to develop the mechanisms for that be limited to: listlessness, anorexia, depression, and 
separation during the interim and contribute when possible to the arthritis. Clinical effects that are transient and minimal 
long term resolution of the basic problem. For this reason I with no long term effects on survival may be acceptable. 
recommend the Board of L..vestock adopt the rules proposed at this There should be no statistical difference between vaccinates 
time. and controls on these factors. 


A safe calfhuod vaccine will not be shed from a vaccinate 
prior to parturition. 

The vaccine strain will not persist to the first calving 
in 95% or greater of the vaccinated individuals, or, 
persistence of the vaccine strain will not be associated with 


a significant reduction in the survivability (ie. no 
pathology) or the reproductive potential of the individual 
. (le. no induction of repeated ebortions or decreased 
: ’ TARY PUPLLC (i tho '5..t0 Of Monts 


Administrator & State Veterinarian J ss fertility). There should be no statistical difference between 
Animal Health Division uy © they pg vaccinates and controls on these factors. 


Montana Department of Livestock 
Efficacy 


To be defined as efficacious in females, a vaccine must 
induce statistically greater protection against abortion or 
es 
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species could be added if scientific data supports their inclusion. 


infection in pregnant vaccin@’ after experimental challenge 
when compared to non-vaccinated animals in the same 
experiment. For the purposes of these criteria, abortion will 
be defined as birth of a calf infected with the challenge 
strain. Infection is defined as either number of colony- 
forming units (CFU) per gram of tissue and/or number of 
infected tissues. 

Use of model predictions must indicate that the vaccine, 
when used alone without other management influence, will 
significantly reduce the prevalence of brucellosis in the 
targeted wildlife population, 

Experiments will need to be conducted to evaluate the 
duration of immunity of the vaccine but these experiments will 
not be required for initiation of use of the vaccine if all 
other gafety and efficacy criteria are met. A vaccine should 
provide long term immunity and/or be able to be safely boosted 
during the life of the animal. 


Adult vaccination 


Safety e\L 
A safe vaccine will not induce significant reductions in f 
survivability or reproductive efficiency as statistically Py 
demonstrated in clinical trials. 
A safe vaccine will not induce an abortion rate which in 
and of itself would reduce the population of the target 
species. wm «ee Wianeden, vw , | 
- ethanol, o me eh rmtenlaly 6.d 
Efficacy 
A vaccine will be determined to be efficacious if it 
induces statistically greater protection in 
vaccinates against abortion or infection after experimental 
challenge when compared to non-vaccinated animals in the same 
experiment. In addition, modeling must indicate that the 
vaccine, when used alone without other management influence, 
will significantly reduce the prevalence of brucellosis in the 
targeted wildlife population. 


A major advantage of a vaccine would be the ability to 
differentiate vaccinates from animals infected with Brucella field 
strains either by @ serologic test or by alternative methods. 


Nontarget species 


A vaccine candidate cannot cause deleterious effects on the 
short-term survivability of representative ungulates, rodents, 
carnivores or avian species under experimental conditions. 
Candidate species that should be strongly considered for evaluation 
include: moose, bighorn sheep, antelope, mule deer, coyotes, 
wolves, ravens, microtus, veromyscus, and ground squirrels. other 
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Culture Results 
ace é Animal ID |Sex/Age| Ly Test. Other Remarks 
Ace # | animat 1D |sexyage! ux Culture Results | S1AN73213 | ix | 5 - 
Ov | Test. . ov 
18002 | siawzees | 6-7 F | 3 com, srox.r.| “=r “ee | OF Cory, AMKTO.F 
siameenas 1-3 FP) 8) | a 7 > Gs.8 | B1ANI3216 jaja mo, hemrney. 
S1ANT6046 | S-GF | 5 COTY, ,STOM. P | , ; ¥. 
‘ . S1AN3 ° 
@lANTOO47 | am | «4 2 . ©, MENIO.? | aiamra2i8 P he " : it ine a & Gas 
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sramasese 7-0 3 : 4 B. ABORTUS | S1AN73220 | oF | 4 COTY, AMITO.F 
S1ANZ Bia la | ABOM. ¥ 
S1ANz6952 | 6 PF | SLANT core’ 
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siamzeess | sr | 7 * Be , = wee | Fe corr, P. 
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SiANz6ose | am | 3 . ov | 81AN73262 2 2 
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61ANZ6958 ix AMNTO. PF. TARTS UT. F. 
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964 i ™ oe «F. 
sianseoes | i-ae | 3 |; | 5 | ? sv sianaa206 [8 1/2 2] 4 [a | 2 ' 
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CAROL A. STATKUS + one 
Assiatant United States Attorney 

MATTHEW H. MEAD 

ted States Attorney 


PARKER LAND AND CATTLE ©O., INC., 
Plaintiff, 
v. Ho. 91CV0039B 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


Defendant. 


Plaintiff, 


No. 91CV0091B 
UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


) 
) 
) 
= ) 
) 
) 
) 


Defendant. 


Defendant, the United States of America, by and through the 
United States Attorney for the District of Wyoming, submits this 
Memorandum, along with four affidavits, a state administrative 


order and certain cited depositions, in support of its motions to 


ATT*CHMENT 5 


pison were the direct cause of the Parker cattle herd becoming 
infected and that an infected Parker cow then transmitted the 
disease to Peck. 

In Wovember 1966, « brucellosis suspect reactor cow was 
discovered in. the Parker herd. Or. Douglas Woody ("Woody"), a 
veterinarian with the U.S. Department of Agriculture ("USDA"), 
investigated this suspect reactor for the USDA and questioned John 
Story ("Story"), Parker's ranch manager and president. story 
stated that Parker had been vaccinating 100 percent against 
brucellosis and that Packer had not purchased any cows for « ~ 
years. Woody offered to have the USDA test Parker's whole herd 
for brucellosis. Story was reluctant to test and declined. Parker 
did nothing to change its ranching operations. Calving took place 
January ~- March 1969. Parker employees continued to handle 
placentas and newborn calves and were exposed to reproductive 
tracts of cows. 

In February 1969, a positive brucellosis reactor cow was 
discovered in the Parker herd. Now Story informed Woody that 
Parker had been vaccinating only 65 percent against brucellosis and 
that Parker had purchasei two cows 10 years ago. In March 1989, 
Story again informed Woody that Parker had no female purchases for 
10 years. He never told Woody that Parker had purchased 25 bred 
cows in 1984 which came from an unknown source. 


s 


SPS 


YELL-14714 contd. 


(Willlsle Biologet) July 17, 1997 


Mr. Denis P. Galvin 
Deputy Director 
National Park Service 
1649 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 


Dear Mr. Galvin: 


I recently learned that officials of the National Park Service 
(NPS) are meeting in Washington, D.C. today and tomorrow to discuss 
the management of bison in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE). 
The Fund for Animals (The Fund), which I represent, believes that 
this meeting provides an opportunity to redirect and refocus the 
efforts by the NPS to protect Yellowstone's bison and to develop 
management strategies that are legal, scientifically sound, and 
humane. A new NPS approach to this issue is dewperately needed 
because, in the past two years, the NPS has consistently 
capitulated to the unsubstantiated and extreme demands of the U.S. 
Department of riculture and the State of Montana instead of 
aggressively defending Yellowstone's borders and its bison as is 
Clearly the mandate of the NPS. 


The Fund is just one of many organizations that has made known 
ts intense frustration anc disappointment over the recently agreed 
apen “preferred alternative" for the management of Yellowstone's 
bison. While there are mary elements of that alternative which The 
Fund opposes, the element cf immediate concern is the agreement to 
place a cap on the number of bison in Yellowstone Park. In a 
letter delivered this morning to Secretary of Interior Babbitt (gee 
Attachment 1), The Pund denounced the population cap as being in 
violation of NPS mandates, inconsistent with NPS policies, and 
entirely arbitrary. In adcition, The Fund believes that the notion 
of establishing a cap on what is intended to be a wild, free- 
ranging bison population managed through “natural reculacion” 
establishes a very dangerous precedent for wildlife management in 
the National Parks. 


In addition to the serious problems and implications of 
establishing a population cap on bison in Yellowstone Park, there 


, 


EXHIBIT 7 


ie a second issue which warrante attention and discussion 

meeting participante. This iesue pertains to the authority of the 
Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) over free- 
ranging bison. 


As you know, APHIS has threatened to revoke the brucellosis- 
free etatus of Montana and Sonne based solely on the presence of 
potentially exposed or infested bison in those states. Though 
APHIS has never acted on those threats, Montana's Governor, Marc 
Racicot has consistently used the threat of sation Set status to 
justify the slaughter of Yellowstone's bison. Indeed, in 
practically every newspaper article written about the slaughter of 
bison last winter, the threat to the state's brucellosis-free 
status was given as grounds for the slaughter. 


More recently, the question of APHIS authority over free- 
ranging wildlife came up at @ July 10 hearing of the Senate 
Subcommittee on Parks, Historic Preservation, and Recreation. Once 
again, during testimony presented by officials from the Government 
Accounting Office, it was suggested that APHIS could revoke 
Montana's brucellosis-free statue if a potentially exposed or 
infected bison entered the state. In response, Subcommittee 
Chairman Craig Thomas asked why we should bother with additional 
studies on brucellosis in bison or the risk of disease transmission 
that bison pose to cattle if APHIS could simply downgrade the 
brucellosis-free status of any state based on the mere presence of 
4 Park bison in the state. 


Clearly, these subtle APHIS threats have become, in the minds 
of many, the principal justification for the sleughter of 
Yellowstone bison. Even the NPS has become corrupted by this 
presumed authority. For example, I understand that one element of 
the “preferred alternative” in the draft Environmental Impact 
Statement calls for the establishment of Bison Management Areas 
outside of Yellowstone Park. APHIS has indicated, and apparently 
the NPS has conceded, that APHIS regulations will have to be 
modified to allow for potertially exposed or infected bison in a 
brucellosis-free state wittout jeopardizing that state's status 
By conceding this point the NPS has, intentionally or 
unintentionally, legitimized APHIS’s claim of authority over free- 
ranging bison. 


APHIS, however, does ot have authority over wild, fres- 


This is not a question 
that is debatable or subject to different interpretations. The 
statutory and regulatory language, policy provisions, and case law 
clearly reveal that the authority of APHIS over animals stops at 
the barn door. 


The statute provides authority to the Secretary of Agriculture 


to “make such regulations ... to prevent the introduction or 

dissemination of ... any contagious, infectious, or communicable 

disease of animals ... from one State to another," 21 U.S.C. § 
2 
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lili ( Attachment 2). APHIS has done just that by publishing its 
povcetiasie regulations (9 C.F.R. § 76.3 a-nea. ) ( Attachment 
3). Those regulations are the basis for the brucellosis 
classification system epreestey in use. To be “class free" a state 
must not have any brucellosis in "cattle" or “domestic livestock" 
Id. at § 76.1). Conversely, to lose that status, brucellosis must 
be detected in cattle or domestic livestock, Id. at § 78.40 (gee 
Attachment 4). Free-ranging, wild bison are not designated as 
cattle or domestic livestock and therefore whether a bison has been 


exposed to, or is infected with, Anucaie-abartua is irrelevant to 
the determination of the brucellosis classification of a state. 

APHIS policy, ae described in the Uniform Methods and Rules 
for Brucellosis Eradication, aleo is only applicable to domestic 
livestock. Not only is the definition of the National Brucellosis 
Eradication Program limited to “domestic livestock," UM&R at 6 (gee 
Attachment 5), but the standard for a "Class Free State" is defined 
as “no known focus of infection in any 


domestic species 
uncontrolled at the time of certification," UM&R at 5 (emphasis 
added) (gee Attachment 6). 


Given this evidence, the finding of the court in Parker Lang 
anc Cattle Company. Inc. v. United States ‘gas Attachment 7), that 
"the regulations ... do not apply to wildlife" and that “the UMR 
was intended to apply only to domestic livestock" is of no 
surprise. Indeed, it was the U.S. Department of Justice that 
aggressively argued this point in several briefs filed with the 
court in the Parker case (ge@ Attachments 6 and 9) 


Though some APHIS officials may argue otherwise, most APHIS 
officials understand that their authority does not extend to 
wildlife (pers. comm. with Terry Medley, APHIS Administrator, and 
with Dr. Mike Gilsdorf). 


Even USDA attorneys recognize that APHIS authority is limited. 
In a March 1962 document, for example, Carl Bullock, then director 
ef the USDA's General Regulatory Division, determined that the 
shipment of wild buffalo from Yellowstone Park through Montana into 
Wyoming was not in violation of the USDA brucellosis regulations 
because those regulations only apply to "domestic animals" (gee 
Attachment 10). It is worth noting that even though these wild 
bison had been reduced to captivity, the USDA still did not 
consider these bison to be “domestic animals." 


More recently, in a 1990 memorandum, the USDA's Assistant 
General Counsel Ronald Cipolla, responding to a stion about 
APHIS’s authority to regulate the importation interstate 
shipment of aquatic animals, determined that APHIS authority is 
limited to "domestic animals" and "livestock" (gee Attachment 11). 
Wild, free-ranging bison do not fall into either of these 
catecgories. 


Given this evidence, there can be no question that APHIS 
authority does not extend over free-ranging bison. Moreover, upe™ 


3 


close examination of the legislative history underlying APHIS 
statutes, it also cannot be assumed that APHIS has the statutory 
authority to adopt disease control or eradication regulations which 
would encompass free-ranging wildlife. 


Even if this statutory authority existed, it is a mist 
simply concede this authority to APHIS since there is no ~~ he 
basis for doing so. Contrary to the opinions of certain NPS 
officials, there ie @ value in the process federal agencies must 
follow, as required by the Administrative Procedures Act, $ U.S.C. 
§ 55. gt aeg,, in adopting or revising regulations. Among other 
things, this process requires that the public be notified of the 
new or revised rule and that they have an opportunity to comment on 
the proposed rule. The agency t @ust consider thowe comments 
before determining if the proposed rule is warranted. In this 
case, any attempt by APHIS to amend its regulation to extend its 
authority over free-ranging bison, would be met with stiff 
resistance by environmental, wildlife protection, and hunting 
eugentens*eae fearful — if APHIS gets a toehold into the 
management of one species, nothi would stop them 
to extend that authority even further. ” ae Senay 


While I recognize that the NPS may choose not to challenge 
APHIS over its presumed authority -- a decision which I believe is 
shortsighted -- the NPS does have an obligation to insure that the 
foundation of any plan for the management of Yellowstone bison is 
correct. In this case, as long as the NPS continues to presume 
that APHIS has authority over bison, the foundation for its 
management decisions will remain unstable. 


Cs 
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/ 

D.J°/gchu 
Wildlife Biologist 


ec: Dr. Dan Huff 

Ms. Sarah Bransom 
Mr. Wayne Brewster 
Mr. Marv Jensen 
Mr. John Mack 

Ms. Debra Hecox 
Mr. Ted Bolling 
Dr. Mike Soukup 
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Ms. Sruce Bakoitc 
Secretary of the intericr 
interior Building 

1849 C Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20240 


Cear Secretary Babbitc: 


On behalf of the nationwide membership of The Fund for 
Animals, I am writing to request that you reject the “preferred 
alternative’ for the management of Yellowstone's majes=ic bison 
recently agreed to by officials of the Nationa: Park Service (NPS). 
Animal Plant Health Inspection Service (APHIS), and State cf 
Mertana While The Fund is not surprised that the "preferrec 
alternative” is neither scientifically valid or fAumane, certais 
elements of the alternative selected are entirely inconsistent with 
the Park Service mandates and policies and should be remedied cw 
in order tc prevent the publicatior, of a fundamentally f_awed drat: 
eccument . 


As you know, the management cf Yellowstone biscr. is ernormous.y 
contentious and controversial. During this past winter alone. 
nearly 1,100 bisen were shot cr slaughtered due solely tc th 
perceived, yet unsubstantiated, risk of Brucella abortus 
transmission from bison to domestic cattle. While no federa. or 
tate agency is without blame for this tragic slaughter, the NPS, 
the very aety that is mandated to protect these anima:s, is 
failing to uphold its obligation by constantly capiculating to the 
demands and interests of the U.S. Department of Agriculture. Ssate 
of Montana, and the livestock industry. 


The recent agreement on a ‘preferred alternative’ is the 
latest evidence of the demise of che NPS, and by association the 
Cepartmert of Interior, to stand up and protect its lands anc :<s 
wi.dlife, from outside interests and forces. Ir this case, the NFS 
negotiaters and Gecisionmakers have made a bad situation worse by 
agreeing to continue an interim pelicy which resulted in the 
destruction of nearly a third ct Yellowscene’s bisor. here ias* 
winter while adding the options of quarantine and hunting 


NaTichs. £00188 RS (I 
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While these additicns are by themselves, enormous.y 
controversial, scientifically quescionable, and/or ethically : 
repugnant, astonishingly the NPS alsc agreed to establish a cap on 
the bison population in Yellowstone Park and for NPS rangers to 
enferce that cap by hazing or killing bison in Yellowstone Par« ‘‘ 
the circumstances require such interventicn. 


By agreeing to the cap, NPS officiais, namely Reg:icna. 
Director John Cook and Dr. Dan Huff, not only caved into =ne 
demands of APHIS and the State of Montana, but they also turned 
back the clock on bison management in Yellowstone by thirty years 
when a similar management strategy was employed tc preven: 
Yellowstone's bison herd from exceeding an arbitrary size iim::. 
That policy, as T am sure you are aware, was scundly rejected by 
the American pubic and the scientific commmnicy and ultimately was 
terminated in the late 1960s. Indeed. since that time the NPS has 
cons.stently rejected the notion of establishing a herd manageren: 
objective for Yellowstone's biscn, or any wildlife species ir 
Ye. lewstone Park, because its natural regulation mandate did sc: 
permit such arbitrary caps or the intentional manipulatiern c! 
population dynamics. Instead of learning from its histor:ca. 
wrongs, the NPS intends to repeat past mistakes. 


If the cap itself was not bad encugh, the crigins of the car 
are equally troubling and clearly cemonstrate the lack of adecqua:e 
and aggressive NPS leacership cn this issue. As we understanc ::. 
prior to agreement on the cap, nene of the agencies involved x 
this debate ever agreed tc the establishment cf a cap cr 
Ye.lowstone’s bison. t is oniy because officials from the S:ate 
of Montana and APHIS misinterpreted the intent cf statements :> 
ycur February 26, 1997 letter to Governor Racicot regard:ng the 
neec to control the bison population, that a limit on the b.sen 
population in Yellowstone was ever discussed.’ Instead of poist.nc 
out this misinterpretation and defending the Yellowstone b:son, NFS 
officials, specifically Dr. Huff, elected to advocate a cap cr. 
Yellowstone's bison population size. If it is the intent of Dr. 
Huff tc continue to capitulate to the interests of Montana arc 
APEIS by promoting the control and destruction of bison inside of 


Presiden: Clinton’s April 24, 1957 letter to Mr. Cohn Tasburtcn. 
President of the Nationa. Asscciaticn cf State Cepartmerts c: 
Agriculture, as additional justificaticn for the cap. Fresicen: 
Clinton’s letter, hewever, did not include any statermen: sugges*in¢ 
that che Fark pisen populerian ehauld be Limited 


"Similarly, agency officials, ancluding Or. Huff, poin: 
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Mz. Bruce Babb.=t 
Page Three 
July 17, 1997 


Yel.cwstone, then he should no longer represent the NPS or this 
matter. 


The population cap (2,500) established in this new agreement 
is entirely arbitrary, based more on political concerns rather than 
scientific realities. While ne one wants to repeat che massacre of 
this past winter, setting an arbitrary limit on the b:son 
population in the Park and calling on Park offic:als te enforce 
that lim:t is not acceptable nor is ic consistent with NPS policies 
which advocate “natural regulation.* 


Morecver, such @ limit and its asscciated consequences are 
entirely inconsistent with the NPS Organic Act which requires chat 
an anital be found to be a “detriment" to the Park before it can be 
removec. in this case, the NPS has gpeyer declared biscr to be 
“detrimental* to the Park and any attempt tc make such a findings 
because of the unsubstantiated threat of bison to demestic 
livestock is irrelevant because the livestock are outside. not 
inside, the Park. Even if the perceived threat to livestock was a 
leg:timate argument, how can a bison standing inside of the Park 
pessibly be a threat to livestock outside Park borders 


Finally, placing a cap on the size of Yellowstone’s bisor. 
population sets a very dangerous precedent for wildlife management 
an the National Parks. If Yellowstone, the crown jewel of the ?ark 
system, can artificially and arbitrarily limat the size cf its 
bison population, what prevents these who dislike grizzly bears cr 
wolves from advocating a similar strategy to minimize the impacts 
of those species outside of the Fark. Indeed, as you know, many 
pecple, including some ea. advocate such a strategy for 
Yellowstone's recently reint ced wolves. The NPS should net Se 
in the business of compromising its mandates, policies, and most 
importantly. its wildiife, to address the unproven fear anc 
speculation of the livestock industry, APHIS, and Montana. 


You have the authority to correct these mistakes made by 
certain NPS officials who prefer to compromise and capitulate to 
the ongoing destruction of Yellowstone's bison and the erosicn of 
NPS mandates anc policies. On benalf of The Fund for Animals, ! 
ask that you exercise that author:ty and immediately demand tha: 
the NPS renegotiate the “preferred alternative* in the DEIS, cr, ac 
the very least. direct the N?S tc revise the ‘“preferrec 
a.termative" Co remove amy provision which estab.ishes a cap cr. =ne 
bison populaticr. in Yellowstone Park. In addition, we strongly 
urce you to assion NPS officials who are truly dedicated co the 
missicn and mandate of Yellowstone Park anc che NPS tc be 
reeponsible for ail future negotiations on this issue, and to 


Mr. Bruce Baboitt 
Page Four 
July 17, 1997 


remove those cfficials currently involved who would rather 
compromise, than defend, America's foremest National Park and its 
wildlife. 


Sincerely. 


Lt} Rory 


Cleveland Amory 
President 


cc: Mr. John Coox 
Cr. Dan Huff 
Mr. Mike Finley 
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Ch. 4) «= ANIMALS. MEATS, Darmy enODUCcTs 27 4111 


PREVENTION OF INTROUCTION AND SPREAD 
OF CONTAGION 


§ 111. Regulations to prevent coatagions diseases 

The Secretary of Agriculture shal| have authority lo make auch reg: 
ulations aad Lake such measures as be May deem proper to prevent the 
introduction or dissemination of Wwe coatagion of any contagious. 
jafections, or commanicabie disease of avimals and/or live poultry 
from « foreign covatry inte the United States or from one State or 
Territory of the United States or the District of Columbus te another. 
and to seis, quarantine, and dispose of apy hay, straw, forage, of sim- 
ar material, or amy Meats. hides, or other animal products coming 
from aa infected foreign country to the United States, or from one 
State or Territory or the District cf Cotambia ia transit to another 
State or Territory or the District of Columbia whenever in bis judg. 
ment such action is advisable in order to guard against the introduc: 
on or spread of such contagien. 


Feb. 2, 1903, c. 349, § 2, 32 Stat. 792, Feb. 7, 1928. ©. 30, 46 Star. 59 
July 22, 1964, c. 668, § 33, GB Stat. 110; Jan. 28. 1056 ¢. 12, § 2. 70 
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sod ip certified as such on initial clas mg pitty ft x 
dication or oe reciassification by the 1. a5 dass after motifiestion that bru- 
fate anime! bealtd official. the Vet 
rs ens the Adminio- cellesis reactors were found on the MC! 

— AA +t 44 will be loot, unless 2 demigpated epidemioio 
made in acoordance with (78.40 af unis ©?) “ouermanns Dee se ie located 
part. All cattle herds in the State or ia @ Nerd in & Gitterent State than the 
wen in Which Uracellosis has been the vieod sample 

te te Seave where wes 
an ae mast be released from ec, 

Stau oa. ressatacive or repeaters 
tion. if any herds of other species of do- am rebum co the Onto aumal beni 
mantic livestock have been found to be offictal ip the State where the brace)- 
lected with trucellosis. they mast Be | .cis reactor is locnted: oF 
wabjected to am official test aed found = (7) Byidegce indicases that the bru- 
cain, eee Se cellesie rencter o fram « herd Ubes se 
A ay y- —— 2 ouger presenta « risk bru- 

epeci domescic Uvestoc cellogs. or ie fom & beard that is ao- 
eft ancontreiied The following are the i iveiy to te infected with brucellosis 
ee ee Seed ovidense casks tnstade, Uas le oot 
(a) Sureniiance. (1) Brucellosis rme (4) The wacellonis reactor le traced 
pA LOST SL back to a herd that bas bean sald for 
a —- haps Aa aa os m 
reducing milk for sale are tested at Leck to s herd that is curtified trece! 
least cwhee per year at appromimacely oms free and is 100-percest vaccipated. 


itt) The brucellosis reactor showed 6 
wegram. (!) Cowerage. All recognized iow aver in the MCI test and ie waced 
Geughtering eotadlinmments iB the ack to a dairy herd that is 100 percent 
Mate or aren must participate 4 tee -accinated and has Cested negative to 
MCI program Blood samples aball be che most recent trucellosis ring test 
@Uscted (rem at least 86 percent of A) = -equired by this section for berds pro- 
Cows and bulls 2 yeurs of age or over at Bye tty 
ao, traveled Gangntering cosntiens- @) serveliones. (i) Agyo- 
@rnt and subjected to an test, cent herds. Al) adjacent herds or other 
(i) Brucelions reactors. nerds haviug contact with cattle in 
(A) Tracebecks. At least $0 percent of cerd kmown t te affected shall be 
@ Wrocelicais resctars found in the placed wader quarantine aad heve as 
Were of MCI tewting mast be traced to «approved individual herd pian in effect 
We farm of origin. within 15 days after notification of bru- 
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Clame C Sante or Area 


Cooparsdve StateFeders! 
Bruceiiogss Eradicavon 


Oasry cattte 


A Slave oF an area wat: @ Sime Mat ees te cdaswhcauon wanders lor Class C mans 
aNd that Nas Geen cervhed as Uulling (Ne requirements 0! (tus slats on ewnal Clase auc n 
O reclassicaton by Ke Stave anenal Neath offeual, by the APHIS AVIC and by ine 
Deputy Admawsirato: of VS APHIS. USDA Two of the savers) creena consuered 
under Class C tans are that he tection rate ter catthe and bison Nets dunng Ihe 
previous 12 Norah exceeded | $00 percert and that ie SCC percentage to (he 
Previevs '2 months Myst be 90 percent or gremier 4s Suse o ares exceeds anne: 01 
(ese creena. 4 would be cause for wrenedinse ciasaificapon as a Class © State 0 area 


A person. pavtnersiup, or ec/poramon Wal Guys and Sells Westock as 6 (hid party anc 
reports detaits cf he Vansacuons \o the safer and/or to (Ne buyer The term includes 
GUCh Persone OF Grgarmation’s wheiher or not they charge 8 lee tor the sevice 


Sates conducted by a thd carty wno reports detads of the transaction to ine sete: ine 
Ouyer, oF Doth. 


The Cooperative StateFece a) Brucelinas Erackcaton Progam siso (etered ic as 
the Brucefions Eradication Program ar senpty the Program tor convemence i ins 
CUDRCEBON. & aGmrunetered Under a memorandum of understanding between ihe 
appropriate agency each cf re States ane USOA Thws Program nckdes al 0! the 
acthes assOCIatEd wn dw ectng conrolivy, and sarunating bruceliogs iron 
Gomestic \Wesioc # the Unced States The mnenyn starderds tor persia 4 
Conperan¢ Sume—ederd | rucetows Eramesman Program watwn s State are 
COntened 1 tus pubkestion APrS 91 46-002), Grvceticas Eradicavon Unido 
Methods and Pules Thes UMSA @ ‘evewed Dy ‘Spresentatves of the iveTIod: Nout: 
and the appropnate State and Fecerai agencces annually and is reweed a8 neeced and 
pubuaived by USOA- APHIS 


Bovine arwnais of a recognized Gary breed. 


1 Any persons who engage 9 ihe business ct buying ancior sealing wemock 1 commerce 
ether tor thew Own account or as an employee oF agert of the seer or duyer oF 


2 Any parson who engages 7 the busness of buying and/or selling ivestack 9 
Commerce Of a COMETSS.On bats. 


The term “denier Goes not inctude persons who buy or sed livestock as part of (Ney own 
Dona Aide breeding. ‘eeding. dawy. and/or bes! aperanon o who reces . WesiC$k 

@xci sively lor wrwnediate staughter on thew own premises and who do not encage in ine 
Dusmess of buying, seting, trading. or negomaung the (ranster of Ivestock 


The Oeputy Adrninstrator of /S APHIS USDA oF any ciner VS official 0 whom 
appropriate authonty Nas been delegued 


AN eprcemotiogast who has Gemonsirsied the ad ability 10 pertorm the 
UNCONS feCuIed Under Ihe ctandards of tus UMER and «no has been seieciec 0 
‘Tes postion by (he State anna Neath official ang the APHIS AVIC The regions 
epdermoiogist and the VS crucefesis stat must coneur 9 the selector anc 
ampowtment of the designated brucellosis eodemoiog:s' 
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Carttied Brucetons- A Nerd of carve of Degen tha! Nas Quamhed tor and has been waved a Cerdied Su Wliemss fam ke ws 
Free Herd Brucetices "ee Herd caruncale tagned by bain the appropnate State arwnal he atin 12, S82 Pad 976 (i976), PARKER LAND AND CATTLE 
offcaal and by the APHIS. VS. Avea Vetennanan-in-Crarge (AVIC). (8) The cnsenee of the argument rased COMPANY, ONC, Pinsnuift, 
the dalendasts property 
The Cerubed Grucetiosa-Free Herd satus ws vaud for 12 months uniess evdence ol ae by the doowene on —— auenenmnes 
Orvosfioss @ deciosed oF (ne herd paruapstes a whole-Nend vaccuaon plan in the Kanes law requires that 2 coasttutionsl os 
last case, the Nerd status « suspended unti postvacomation testing confirms the hero's challenge (0 a city ordinance be ramed at 
‘ Une cartest possible opperwaxy en a wo Lyte R PECK. Plainciff, 
eoesudered y yy racy * . 
Civet Stat Veterinartan. The vatennanan n VS. APHIS USOA who « responsibie tor stall feid support activ ties Willenghin, | ars @ UNTTED : Agente 
Cattle Diseases und associated wih the Federa: Government s parucipatson in the Cooperauve Slaie~ Subwaen ee SPATE of 
Surveiitance Stat Federal Brucetiosis Eradicanon Program. a — 
Se an an an & Nes 91-CV~0083-8, 1-CV~0001 -B 
Class Free Suste or Ares =— 8 State or an wea wither 4 Siate (hai meets the lasssicabon standards tor Class Free bocnmse tbe plaistal = preceeding pre se. United States Destine: Cour, 
—_——————————————ws  Devooiosis status and tat has been certibed as ulllling the requirements of this status he should be given an opportuaity te bref 
an ue) ctassticateon oF eciasscabon by the Slaie aruma) heath official, he APHIS the potential applicability of ths doctrine (0 Jane «, 1992 
AVIC, and the Deputy Acmausraor of VS APHIS USOA Inchaied among ihe us 


i 


“equuemeres tor Class Free stuus are that the cattle andvor Dison herds in the State 0: partes are therefore 
rea within the Staie rust have remained ree rom infections with faéd strains of why the eaae eranat by Anguat 4 1992, Cattle owner and etpleyoe brought se 
Brvceds tor a east \2 Merits All cattle arnvor bison Nerds in which faki-strain Brucella eieaad eately oo to thane éstendent ec pody hk dy Sd 
was Krown lo « st must be ‘egaty released trom quarartane betore the area o1 the basis af the doctrine of waiver. infection "The Distr Goma be 
State can be certified in addon af herds ot offer species of domestic brestock 1 he herd the court teas Chiat eld thee (1) — 
whech hetd-@ran Bruceds \as been found of suspected rust be tested negauve. oun. (Dea. 2 92) = anise hy: 
siaugrtered. oF quarananed. leaving 10 known focus of infection in any domestic $ dened Defendants motor to reconsd of brucnilonm mfection m bunee and elk on 
specs uncoreoited mi the ume ot carfication The percentage of cases success.ully er (Dee. # 62) is granted w part and dened federal land. bet (2) it wee sot shown by 
Closed for the previous 12 months must De at least 96 percent. m part. Plamtiff's clans against defen prnpoaderauce of the evidence to be more 
desta Baugher, John Wissen, Dawson, lkkely thas not that the otk and bieon were 
Class A State or Area A State of an area witwn a State that meets the classification standarcs for Class A Boveher, Basgnil. Grimes. Clark. Joeckei, the source of bruceilosis infection w cate. 


Status ard that Nas been cernfied as fulfilling ine requirements of this status on intial 


! 
| 


classrficaton or reciassiic ation Dy the State aruma/ healih official, by the APHIS AVIC mased a thew couarety. 
and by the Deputy Acminiairstor ct VS APHIS. USDA. Two of ihe requiremeris fo oon as | ae . an 
Class A status are that he infection rate tor caitie and bison herds May not exceed pag fy memorsadam | Animale = om 
0 250 percent Gunng the crevcus 12 months and thal the successtul case closure hie  _ = gu eee my AL 
(SCC) percentage tor the crevicus '2-momh penod must be at least 95 percant hey arent oo goed ma = = mamcwae: wena 
to Aaguat aie wee 

Class § State or Area A State or an area within a State that meets the ctaswficapon standards fox Class 8 wanna (hus poaaibly fect outthe granmg ow public 
Status and that has been cervited as tullllling the requirements of thus status on Matai ite egtirety as to the defendants herein 24% cattle owner did net prove by pre 
dassfication o reciassfication by the State anwnai health official. by the APHIS AVIC. named based upon the doctrine of waiver PoOderance of the evidence that infocus 
ara by the Deputy Admeusirator of VS. APHIS. USOA Two of the requirements for aa articulated by the Kansas Supreme 7! Stually cansed a0 a result of contact 
Ctass 8 status are fat Me tection rate for cattie and bison herds may not exceed Court 
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1 S00 percent during the previous 12 months and that the SCC percentage musi de 3! It S$ SO ORDERED 
\east 9C cercem dunng the preveus 12 mormns. 
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"yatta ie ut 


Hi i ii! iT ne Int ll «| iy ctiseie Ulead anaes Accorney 


as] iH iu ] if Assistant United States Attorney 
if Hi rar lie i i; AI sf | 
tail HH MR ani i ii til ut A —_ all 


ue 


CAROL A. STATKUS 


dana: 
i! j i ] i Uf a} HEE 42 rat pial | IN THE ONITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
iid ye ita i Hila i Aone 
Mili Hie AGH jie Wei taf iH | PARKER LAND AND CATTLE CO., INC., } 
tat TBE HH ih ritlis?! hi maneiet, 
ella Heitiie Sail tii 7S | eseeeoem, i 
HT Hi ili! 31 4p Hi ait a an = : 
| Li : int Hi mt RARE iH Hit if LYLE R. PECK, ita 
1 ee int if nat nih j +H ly iH - ) No. 91CV0091B 
FAUT AE ‘ att iil at eb it | peat towerery ) 
Tiling Bi aut at inetd iedimans 
| es ec 
[see que ut tiie ye 
Ce i i i : Hil |, Sees: 
43 t 33° | consolidated, are brought by the two Plaintiffs Parker an¢ Peck 
if i i i ills G) i |i} Ht | against the United States pursuant to the Federal Tort Claims Act 


: i iil Hn it! ua eH a 
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9?. ‘The management of wildlife on both public and private 
lands in Wyoming is an exclusively non-proprietary governmental 
function, and since no private party would be liable for the 
negligent management of wildlife on private lends, the United 
States cannot be liable for the negligent management of wildlife 
on public lands. Raymar.y. United States, 660 F.2d 1136 (6th Cir. 
1961). 

98. A private person cannot be held liable for trespasses of 
wildlife that has not been reduced to possession. §eaboard Air 
Line B..co. v. Bichmond=Peterson Turnpike Authority, 121 $.£.2d 499 
(as cited in Later Case Service, $7 A.L.R.2d 242-50). 

99. Where a state owned wild deer in a sovereign capacity, 
it was net liable as owner for damage caused by deer to plaintiff's 
potato crop and it had no duty to control deer so as to prevent 
damage. Leger vy. Louisiana Dept. of Wildlite & Fisheries, 106 
So.2d 391 (as cited in Later Case Service, $7 A.L.R.2d 242-260). 


II. STAMDARD OF CARE 
100. In order to recover for negligence, Plaintiff is required 
to demonstrate al) the necessary elements of a tort including the 
element of a legal duty owed by Defendant to Plaintiff. Sreoks v. 
Zabre, 792 F.2d 196 (Wyo. 1990). 
203. The Secretary of Agriculture is expressly authorized by 


21 U.S.C. § Li4(a) to control “brucellosis in dowestic animals." 
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The Secretary's authority “to control and eradicate any 
communicable diseases of livestock or poultry" does not extend to 
the control of such diseases in wildlife. 

102. The United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) 
regulations on brucellosis in 9 C.F.R. Part 78 do not apply to elk. 
The definition of “Animals in 9 C.F.R. § 78.1 is “Cattle, Bison, 
and swine.* 

103. The United States Deparcement of Agriculture regulations 
on brucellosis in 9 C.F.R. Part 78 do net apply to herds of 
unconfined, free-roaming bison. The USDA regulations on 
brucellosis control do not apply to wildlife. Wildlife are not and 
never have been included in the USDA-State brucellosis eradication 
progras. 

104. The rule that even when not required to do so, once the 
Government acts “it is respons:ble for its actions that are 
negligently carried out," Caraballo vy. U.8., $30 F.2d 19, 21 (2¢ 
Cir. 19867), does not require the Government action to be 
successful, but only that no injury be caused by the action itself. 
If Parker's herd contracted brucellosis from wildlife, despite the 
Government's attempts to control the disease, Parker's injury was 
the result of the condition the Government attempted to control, 


mot of the activity of attempting to control it. Besides, 
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CAROL A. STATKUS 
\esistant United States Attorney 
(ATTHEW Hl. MEAD 
United States Attorney 


PARKER LAND AND CATTLE CO., INC., 
Plaintiff, 


v. Wo. 91CVOO39B 


JNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 
Defendant. 


LYLE R. PECK, 


Plaintiff, 


v. No. 91CV0O091B 


UNITED STATES OF AMERICA, 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
} 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
Defendant ) 


; EE 
This matter comes before the Court for final disposition after 
@ bench trial. The above-captioned actions, which have been 
consolidatec, are brought by the tve Plaintiffs Parker and Peck 


against the United States pursuant to the Federal Tort Claims Act 
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in the bisen WEPA management planning process, which has been 
ongoing since at least 1945-86, which includes the WGFD that shares 
responsibility for the Jackson bison herd, and which is nearly 
complete. These activities are discretionary and policy~based. 
Gtvp has initiated studies to observe sigration which is an 
important consideration in determining what, if any, risk say be 
present. The small number of bison in GIWP make these bison « 
minimal part of the brucellosis probies. Even killing 411 of these 
bison would leave @ large number of elk and bison carrying the 
disease. 

63. YWP activities pertaining to vildlife brucellosis include 
the following: Participation in the ad hee brucellosis technical 
committee, boundary controls in ccoperation with Montana state 
livestock agencies, ena  sreparaticn of an environpental ispact 
statement and long-range bison management plan in cooperation vith 
APHIS. These ectivities are discretionary and policy-based. 

64. The USPS and BLM manage lends, not wildlife, and defer 
wildlife management, inclading vildlife disease control, to the 
WGFO, which has primacy over wildlife in the State of Wyoming and 
which has expertise in wildlife sanagement, including wildlife 
disease. Such activity is ¢iscretionary and policy-based. 

65. The Uniform Methods and Rules for Brucellosis Eradicatior 


(UMR) is @ policy statement of APHIS that “contains the winisum 
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standards of the Cooperative State-Federal Brucellosis Eradication The UMR Epidemiologic Procedures in Part II.7 of Chapter 


Program.” These standards are pct regulations of the USDA that in part that: 


were published in the Federal Register and codified in the Code of 
statement on brucellosis be given to 


Federal Regulations, and dc not have the force of lav. Government buyers/sellers at the tise cattle or bison 
. , change ownershi): 
Exhibit Qo. 


Each State should require that an educational 


' a. to create an awareness that 
66. The UM describes the Cocperstive State-Federal brucellosis is a contagious disease; 
Brucellosis Eradication Program in tne following words: 


b. to reduce the risk of emma 
brucellosis infected ca 

The Cooperative i, eee ~ Sradication 

Program, alse referred as 


convenience in this sanadaensen, ‘is 
Neaorandus of Understand 


agency 

= brew — & mene frow domest 
Id., at p- 18. 

67. ‘The UMR provides in Chapter 2, Part II. that "A State or 
area that achieves Class Free status is officially recognized as 
being {ree of brucellosis in cattis.” (Emphasis supplied). i¢.. 
at p. 83. 

66. The UMR provides in Chapter 2, Part II.8, that: 

All cattie herds in which brucellosis has been known to 


exist must be legally released from quarantine before a 
State is eligible for Class Free status. In addition, 
2ll herds of in which 
brucellosis has or suspected sust be tested 
negative, des ed, ‘e ge ny leaving no knewn 
feci of infection in species at the time of 


to encourage owners to test 
cattle and Seen 45-120 days after 
purchase; 


to encourage owners to vaccinate 
calves; and 


to motivate buyers/sellers to take 
positive actions to prevent the 
spread of srucellesis. 


The statement s.0uld: 


I 


be designed to seet varying 
conditions on 4 state-by-state or 
regional basis eccording to the need 
for education; 


be written in piain English and have 
the approval of the responsible 
state-federal officials; 
be yy: in aap. easily readable 
— which is « contrasting 
color that. will attract the 
attention of buyers/sellers. 


classification. timenacis supplied}. The statement should become a part cf the 


necessary papers involved in any Livestock 
Id. at p. 85. transaction, such as a brand release, bil) of 


is 
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sale, health cartificate, etc., with copies 
for both buyer and seller. 


Id., at p. 62-63. 

70. The USDA-APHIS-itate brucellosis eradication progras, as 
indicated by the above language, pertains to domestic livestock 
only. It does net apply to wild elk or vild bieon. 

71. According to Or. Tow Thorne, the tools in the UM and in 
the APHIS regulations, «at Title % of the Code of Federal 
Reguiations, @0 net and cannot be applied to free-ranging wildlife. 
According te Or. Thorne, whe has worked directly with wildlife 
brucellosis in Wyoming ‘or over 20 years, the actions of the 
federal Oefendants pertaining to vildlife brucellosis have been 
reasonable. The wildlife brucellosis problem does net have short~- 
term or easy solutions, absent killing al) the wildlife or removing 
cattle from public grazirg lands. 

72. It ie clear that the elk and bison herds which sre the 
subject matter in this case are free-ranging and wild. larly 
attempts of vaccination, test, and slaughter were during a tine 
when bison were kept as domestic cattle or animals in a too. Even 
if there was a proven ef:'ective vaccine, the logistic problems of 
controlling « disease in free-ranging wild herds of this sagnitude 
are immense. Recent Texes A&M studies have shown that the early 


attempts of vaccination with Strair 19 were probably futile. 
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ita ee -|| Seedy, a82 


' 
ng s2/ije 2 ffalo tres. Tellowstone Uettonas var. 
Suge /-senane dara ynuthy, 8 ame comm ame 
er 


Der. 7. L. Refebaurceder, Coied Gtalt Cilicer 
laterstats Lequlations Ealercerest, niaai 
Disease icadlestion Division, Acd 


Reference 1s code to the lettcr, dated Pebruary §, 1962, frox Or. Lewis 
KR. Coith, Veteriserion in Charce of the setivitics of your Civisios in 
Vyeming, whieh you e.coltted with your infernal note dated Fsacuary 16, 
1962, requestin; cur views a8 to wnether 4 covevent o¢ wild tuféale trou 
Tallewsteme Jatienal Jarek throwch eatana ints . ‘oming constitutas a 
violation of the copartcaet's reguiations relatiz, to the interstate cove- 
went of cnisals. cr, Ssith stated that brucellesie test seccies vere 
tasen (coe the baffale at the tise of leading bet tae teats vere cet run 
mati) efter the asiosis were coved interstate as deseribed above. The 
teats cevealed that several of the wild buffale were brucellosis reectors. 


The interstate brucellosis regulations (9 C7A Part 76) apply only te 
“desestic eniaals”. subpar, © ef the reqpjaticne orevides that 

“domastia enisels” affected wich brecellosis cay not te coved interstate 
emeest ia couplionce vitt specifies taquirecents. Sines the duffcle ia 
question were aot “Cocestic anicals”, such ceyulations are not spylicadle 
thereto. Secticn 71.3 of tha jenaral ca,ulations (> CF. 71.1), provides 
thet “anicale” affected with brusellesis cr certain ottar dLeesses ay 

aot be coved interstate. exeept that “Jeceet:e anicale” waich have 
reacted to « breesilosis test “sy de woven interstate in CoupKance witd 
the previssons of Pert 78 of tha caculaticns. Since the syecsiic rmu~ 
bations in Part 74 ralatany te broenllesis apply cnly te “Je estic anaoale”, 
there is sece questica 4s to woether the ,c@eral resulatica in seetien 
71.3 would be appliessle to brucellosis reacters other than “dccestic 
enicals”. further.cre, Or. Seith stated that the trucelios:s tests vere 
Bet rue until efter the bulfaio were -eved interstate. At the tice of 

the interstate soverent of the onscals, therefore, it was not «now that 
any of the buffslo were affectad vith Srucelicais, Thera is ae cequare~ 
@eut onder the rezulatiors that ani.ais such a8 wild buffalo Le tested 
prior to being Govec iaterstite. Accordingly, it does net appear that the 
hee of Pabrvary 2, 1593, a8 avenced (2) U.5.C. 111, 129, 122). 
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the statute applicable te thie catter, wes vielated, cinee the Act 
provides « pensity only for inewingly” wieleting the regulations 
proeulgated uaser the statute. 


We will be glad to discuss this aatter with you further, (f you 
oe desire. 


Car! 2. Svtlock 


Director. Generel Aeguiatory Divietes 
Wiarter:pils3-13-62 


This memorandum 13 i cesponse (oc your reques for a legal opwwon on what authority 
APHIS anc otner federa, agencas have to prommugate reguianons festricting (he unporranon end 
umermrare moverner: of aquanc (dams and aqemas tha may pose 1 nsk to the nealth Of damestec 

operanons or wid plamvanuma, communines You wanted 10 know specifically \f 
APHIS of any other federal agency could iepase piryvosanuary of soosanwary reguianons on 
cermn aquatic planes and arupils to prevers the ustrodwcnon of spread of pachogens. parasives. 
parasitords of culturea aquanc jiamts or anenais or wild piames of arumais. and (0 prevem the 
wmeroductson of spread of aqustx plam anci anual species thar. if emablished. would have » 
detetenous urpect oa nanve plas and anenal commmmnes. |{ your agency had such authority 
vou also waned © cnow what kirvei of risk would have to be established to trigger vour authoriry 
10 regulate and whether vou could profubn umporrauon of inmersam movement of 1 specres unt 
 @ @eterrruned that « does am pose 4 significam risk. You also requested « legal opution 
concerrung APHIS or otne: Fecleral agencies authority 10 sue export certificate: that cultured 
aquanc orgamems are free of specific pesm. diseases 0: associazed harmful piam or anemal 


tt is our Opiion that there is authority for APHIS 10 issue reguianons (0 prevent ihe 
wmroduction uno the Unwed Scates or uerscate tpread of aquanc plam pest and diseases and to 
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However, m our Opwuon. is doubtful thas APHIS nas authonty to regulate aquatic anwuals o¢ 
iseases and pests of aquatic arumals or (0 issue expo cenuicaies Concermng (0 (reedom (rom 
Juseases and pests (hat are no: communicable diseases of Livestock of poultry Other agencies 
have auihoney concemung research and deveiupmem of vanous aspects of aquaculture. The 
Deparment of Commerce has amhonry 10 congact a volumaty fish mapexton program. and the 
Food and Drug Admurusranon has authonry wo conduct a fish and seafood mapection program. 
However. no other federai agency appears 10 have suthonry 10 uswe EXpon cornficates regarding 
aquatic plancs and aqumais freedom from diseases and pests 


Awbonty 0 Reguime Agvans Planes 


Authority for the Deparment to reguiese auyone planes is contained in the Plan 
‘Quatanune Act. the Orgame Act. the Federal Plans Pes Act and the Feveral Noxious Weed Act. 
The Plant Quarannne Acti? U.S.C. § 151 qf ggg.) promis persons from importing or offenng 
tor entry ume the Urured Stases amy nugsery sock wuhout a perma wsved by the Secretary, '0 
Prevent tne entry of injunous plamt diseases ana insect pests. The Act also prohibus the stupreem 
or offering for shapmem of impored nursery sock from one sais. terTiTOry or district 10 another. 
without mesang cern comditions. In addimon de Secrerary is directed 10 resuict te 
wnporianon we the Uneed Stas of “amy planes. tres. vegetables. roots. bulbs. seeds or other 
Pilar prodwets non included in the canm ‘nursery sock ‘6 prevem the enery of injurious pias 
diseases or insect pests. In order to prevern thre weroduction ito the Unused States of “amy tree. 
pian. or frus disease or of any mpunous useet new to of not theretofore widely prevelam 07 
custibuted withan and throughout the Unired Stages.” the Secrecary has authority “to forbid the 
\mporranon wwo the Unieed States of any cass of nursery mock or ary Odver class of plants. 
fruus. vegetables. roots. beibs. seeds. or other plant products from a coustry or locality where 
sucn disease or wsect mfestauon exis: " Finally, the Secrriary s euthorized \o quarantine any 
State. Terrmory or Disener. of pornon thereof to prevem the uvernane spread of 3 dangerovs plan 


disease or wIsect unfestabon new fo or net widely prevalem within and throughout the United 
Stases 


The Organic Act of 1944. as amendea (7 U.S.C. § 147s ¢t.geg,), auchoruzes the Secretary 
10 Carry owl wxdependenuy, or in cooperauon with Scues of polincal subdivisions thereof. 
farmers assocations and suralar orgamizamoms. and indrnduals. operations or muasures (0 
cradscave. Suppress. CORIO. prevent or recard the spread of pian pests. It also suthories ‘he 
Secretary to certufy thas pianss and piamt products for expor are free from plant pests. 


The Pedera) Plam Pest Act (7 U.S.C. §1$0aa ¢_ seg) broadened the Depasmnem s 
sutchonry (0 regulars. among other dungs. the mevernen ef pian pests imo che Unued States anc 
wmernate and to regulate the movernem imto the Unied States or mwerstare of amy product oF 
amele (0 prevent the dissemunation uf 2 plant pest where such actions are not auchorzed under 
the Pare Quarantine Act. The Secretary 1s also grammed authority, a3 an emergency measure. '© 
seus. quaranune. (ree! apply ocher remedial measures 10. destruy. oF otherwise dispose of as he 
deems spproprate. anv product moving imo or which has moved mo the Unwed Stases 01 


3 


wwertiare which he has reason to belueve 3 Or Was w ihe ame Of such Movement uvestea wah 
4 plant pest or is wm violauen of the Aci or reguiauons sued thereunder. In eddition. the 
Secretary uw grasred authonry 10 promulgase reguauions requiring wmspection uf products. arricies 
ot aw character. and thew Meams of convevance. 4 a condiaon of movemmEM WHO OF through ihe 
Unwed Scares. and unposing other coudsaens upon sech movemem. a hk deems Necemay 
prevem the disserrunanon gwe the Unwed Stases. or wumrvume. of plasu pests. 


The Federal Nomous Wend Act of 1974 (7 U.S.C. § 2801 g..gag.). provides auharicy for 
4 fegulaory sywero dengned to prevent the introducuon ani dissemasnon im the United States 
of noxious weeds from forsgn countnes. This Aci prohibits any person from kaowwngly moving 
wy nowous weeds. idenufied m Deparunes reguianons. msc or dyough the Unued or 
invertase, unless authored ander a general or specific permut issued by the Secretary 
Furthermore. the Secrerary is given authorty © take cartmin emergency actions. supose 
quaraniunes. and engage m couperanve eradicanon programs regamding nox1ous weeds. {i should 


planes. they are broad enough to cover such planus. 


Aumhonty 'o Reguase Aquanc Agumals 


To undersrand the Secretary's aorhornry im thus area. ihe amumal quarantine laws enacted 
im 1884 1903. 1905. and 1962. mms: be exammed. 


The Act of May 29. 1884, exmried An Act for the Establistunera of a Bureau of Anema 
industry (21 U.S.C. §§ lided, 115, 117-120, 130), amnonses the Secretary of Agriculture to 
Cooperar wich the srates and terrmores 10 prevem the exportanon of diseased came: 100 fo 


provide a means for the suppression and exnrparion of pleuropneumorus and other contagious 
diseases of livemock. 


Thereafter, the Act of Pebruary 2. 1903 (21 U.S.C. 4§ L11. 121. 122). was pamed. 
providing the Secrerary of Agncuiture with cerram authonty which hea been ormumed from he 
1884 Act. Under section 2 of the Act. 2s amended (21 U.S.C. § 111). che Secretary 1s suunorized 
‘vo make such regulauons and take such measures as he may deem proper fo prevent the 
wrroducnion of dasserunanon of the contagion of any contagious. uifectious of COMmenanmesdi¢ 
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dwease Of anumals and/or live povury Whule dus language uw broad. the courts have heid chs 
the secon cannot be read alone. (1 must be construed mi conmecuon with the other secuons of 
the Act winch authorwe the Secretary ro reguiase the and wnerstase movemem of 
lwestock. LS. v Jotunson. 35 F 2d 286 (D Nev 1929). The legusiauve history of the 1903 Act 
shows that Congress m enacang the saure. was concerned wnh diseases of “livestock” The 
legisianon was an emergency appropriauon and icpsiacon 10 enable the Secretary of Agnouimwe 
0 een Sp Gis Cited Cima, <li © GS Gimp em GenmEENS SO ey Same 
w Engiand. 


Shortty thereafer. the Act of March 3. 1905 (21 U.S.C. 4 123-127), was enacted. This 
Aci was designed to close a number of gaps ui the Aauna) Quarantine laws and to clarify 
auinonty for certmn action under such laws The general effect and purpose of the Act was 10 
extend to ali commnurucable diseases of livenocs and poultry. the Secretary s muthoriry [0 deal 
with emergency s#uacons arsing from oubreaks of such diseases. anc to charge the Secretary 
wih the general duty and responsdulity of prevennng the enery of disserunaion o/ 


vomunurucabie disease Of livestock and poultry. so he may take acuon before an emergency 
sn13es. 


Subsequemtly, the Secretary's authonry was broadened by the Act of July 2. 1962 (21 
USC. § 134 gf seq.), legisianton designed to close funber s number of gaps wtuch had shown 
up the aumna Quaranune iaws amd to clarfy autherty for cermm actons under those laws. 
The Act authoruzed the Secretary 'o sewe. quargmume or dimpose of anmmals brought mo the 
councy of moved uterstate in violenon of amy zw or reguisncos aimmistered by him to prevent 
ihe incroducnon of Gissemenanon of ary commurscahie disease of livestock or poultry. and those 
fownd to be ufected wth of exposed to avy commmumucable disease dangerous 10 |ivestock oF 
poultry when moving or moved inso the Unused Stamnes or weersras. 


Whue these Acts are concemed wh che conrroi of communicable diseases among 
ivestock and poultry, « should be noted that the 1962 Aci graces the broadest authonty to the 
Secretary This Act authorizes the Secretary tw reguisne guumais (defered as all members of the 
vumai lungdom mciuding buds wherher domesucassd or wid but nor wniciuding man | 2s 
necessary (© guard agame the wwroducnon or disserrunanon of a communicable disease of 
livemock or powtery Thus. the Deparunent woud Rave ssthorny ro enact reguianons concermng 
aquatic anumais and diseases or pests of aquatic aromais Uf they ae necessary '0 provect the 
livestock or powitry of the Urused Stares 


As © APHIS  authorry to issue expon cemtficanon that cultured aquatic afumals are free 
from pens and disease. under 21 U.S.C. § | 20 the Secretary is authorized “to establish such rules 
and regulanens concernung the exportancn and transportsnon of livestock . where he mav have 
reason 10 believe such diseases may exis into or through any Ste and (0 foreign countries. 
as he may deem necessary ~ Therefore. uf livesvock is consuved to unciude aquatic ananais. 
expor cerrficazes Could be ised under cach reguiations. 


Unforunmety, jivestock is not defines w anv of the amumal Quaraniune laws. A 
fundamental cannon ui stantory constuction is. unless uinerwise defined. wads will be 
wmerprered as \akung thes ordinary conemporary. comynon meaung. Pema |S +44 U.S 
17. (L979). Thererore. co determune whether aquusc anumals may be regulaed unde: (he anunal 
quarantwe staruies. the definiuon of livestock mus be ex amuned. 


(n Webper's I New Riverse \'nivernry Dicuonary ('984). “livestock” iv defined as 
‘Jomeric anumas. as caftie or horses. raused for home use of protit.” A domesuc animal s 
defined as an anemal (raued 0: adapred fo live wa buman envwonment and be of use to human 
bemes. ln Black's Law Oucuonary '1961). “livemock” is defined as “Jomesuc anunals used or 
raised on a farm . “the term in i$ genenc sense urciudes all domestic anumais: and fur beanng 
atugals rassed in captrviry” 


Livestock is furtner defined mn its yenenc sense 9 wnciude al] ciomestc anumals. 
Vieanger v Unemmiovment Commensanen Div. 30 P.24 984 ‘idabo 1943) There. the operator 
vt a fish haichery was tound liable for unemployment compensauon bepetits. sunce he upersions 
were not Neid to be wuhin services exemmred trom paying bencfius. Excmmned services nciuded. 
raising. feeding of managing of livestock. beas or poultry” Although recognizing (hat 
“livestock in 3 genenc sense inctudes the propaganon and rearing of all domasuc arumais. the 
coun found that the “legisiavure did not use the term in mS generic sense so as 1c unclude the 
raging of all dames anumals. otherwise ‘poultry causing would not have been specifically 
mennoned.” |g, a Y87 Mentoning thet the coun was answare of ay court decision boiding ish 


are “livestock” the cour conciuded the term livestock. as commoniy used and defined. does not 
inciude (rout Of spawn. 


Comeste anumai is defined in @lagic's as an anal habauated (0 live in or about the 
habuanons ot man Horses. sheep and dogs are cred as examples of domesnc anumais. Basec 
solely on the Uefiruuon of dormemuc snamais ana the generic defirunon of livestock. an asgumem 
could be made that certam ayuatc animals could be reguiased by the Secretaty of Agriculture 
ihe same manner as he reguisaees livestock. 


Although the saming pow in anv case wnvolving sraturory constrecnon musi De (he 
language employed by Congress. appiicanon of the plain mesmumg rulc does no preciude 
consideranon of legisianve himtory Relievers legisianve ustory may be exastuned to engure ‘nat 
to tneral applicenan of language comeliae wth Congressional ie Ralland.s,-Pomen les, 
Guard. Com.. 726 F.2d 839 'D.C. 1984). fia GMAC, 708 F 2d 143 (Yeh Cu. | 3) An 
exammnanon of the legisiative history of the 1884. 1903. 1905. and 1962 Acts. and opmnons 
issued bv the Solicitor of the Department of Agncviture reveals that the Departmen has not. in 
(ne past conswwed livestock (0 wmciude all dormmesne anunais 


On February 7. 1928. the Acts of 1984, 1903. and 1905 were amended to inciude »whin 
thew provisions live powirry The leguslanve hustory of that amendment reveals thw (he 
Departmen: felt the acuon was necessary “10 enable « to conmoi and eradicate ourbresks of 
comragious poultry disease and prevent the spread of such diseases arnong the vanous S.ares 
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§ Reo No 32, 70m Cong. im dese. | 11928). in he tomer ro Congress outhiung the need for 
(he ananaiment. ine Secretary of Agncultuse cueu the 1¥14 oworeak of the vomagious disease 
of European tow! pes. nunng the Deparmoen was able 10 ac in cooperaiion with the Staves end 
private orgacuzauons. bul tha ‘there was ao spwefic authority in ine acts 10 place 4 quasuruine 
wpon the Siaces |g Furthermore. ihe Deparunent brought (0 Congress artenuon that (fs view 
was supported bv the Unused States Distrat Coun decision 

Catecaan. 32 F 2d 714 10.C. Ove. 1927). kn thas cass, « Califomma corporecon an action 
10 regiraan Oregon from enforemg mast livemock sansary boasd reguistions covermg the 
unportanan of batry ctucks. Oregon fled 2 Monoo to Oisruss alleging Ure Compiaum did not 
vate facts sufficient 10 consriure a cause of acuon. The coun grassed the mouon finding Oregon 
had not entered a field from whuch it had been exciuded ty Congress because ‘livemock” as used 
wn the Acts of Congress of Pebruary 2. (¥03 and March 3. 1905 did not include poultry. The 
vefinuion of “livestock” used in we Packers and Stockyard Act (7 U.S.C. § 18) quzgg,) wes 
adoprea bv ine court. There, “livestock” was defined as cartie. sheep. swine. horses. mules. or 
sms. whether live or deac.’ Ln sumgnary. the amanament of the (wo eariser stasutes 10 include 


andie powury would be bod) meanmngiess and redundam if “livescock of anumals included 
all domesnc anunals 


Two decisions vy the Solicuor of the Oeparmem of Agncuiture also indicase that 
livestock has not been inverprered. in the past. 10 mciude all domesnc amuruais. in (962. the 
Solicitor issued an opuuen which examuned whether ‘he Deparunent had authority to undertake 
a rabies Comtrol program among cams. logs, and other carmuvors (foxes. wolves. coyores. orc.). 
Wrhou: definung domesnc ananai of livemock. end retyuyg on cited case law. che opuaion stated 
that Cats and dogs were dompestic anunais, but “undowbwedly” not livestock: carnivora were nesher 
domestic arurnais of livestock: and hore and camtie were both domestic anumals and livestocs. 


Thereafter. m 1953 the Solscnor issued an opinion on what mgit be done 10 provect ‘he 
Amencan rabbw industry trom the tren: of forergn disease Agam. without definung liverrock . 


(ne apeuon concluded thar the term. as included in the Acts. does not melude fur-beanng sumals 
sueh as rabbics. 


Some cours. however. have held that “fur-bearing” anunais fall wwhin the defirution of 
ivestock. in Fromm Bros. v. US, 35 F. Supp. 145 (D.C.Wis. 1940). the breeding. raising and 
peiting of foxes was found to be “agncuimuse labor wuhin the Social Secumty Act for the 


purposes of devermining exemptions. 12d “livestock” was interpreted :o unciude fur branng 
afurals raused Captivity. 


In summary. the Oeparument could regulate domesic aquanic anumats if they are construed 
10 fall within the definnion of livestock. The “plain meanng | of livestock. wn its generic sense. 
appears 10 wmciude any domesncared azumal. Consequentiy. wader the apptication of the plaun 
imearung rule. domestic aquatic arumals could be reguisied under che antmal quarantine laws. 
On the ottver hand. the coustrucnon of a stone by those charged wuwh as samufustrauon 1 
eremied 10 grea deference pagucuiasly when the: wuerpreranen has been ‘ollowed consstently 
over 4 long period of time. U.S. v. Class, 4$4 U.S. $55 (1982). While the term “livestock” has 
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never been defined wi ihe anumal quaramime laws. as ouclined previously. ‘he Deparunem has 
INdIC ed ON Reveal OCC AsLONS that Ws auNhONTy Under (he erumal querantane laws covers a limuted 
defninon of domestic livesock aad poultry. ¢.g. Caste. sheep. swine. g08tS and equines. Base 
On 'he statutes and Opwnons. i ws apparers we Deparunen: has no constved the term livestock 


: 
| 
1 
i 
i 


program or 
policy auned # coordinanng research and developmann actrvies necessary for 3 healthy and 
viable aquacuitare mdusry. in 1963 the Act was amended 10 designate the Deparument of 
Agneuiture as the lead agency for coerdinaring aquacuirare. based on a perce:ved need to have 
a sangie focus for aquaculture information wuhtin the goverrmens. Because Congress never 
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Laberatory Animal Vetertearing 


ce: Michac! V. Finley 
Clarence Siroky 


THE BISON ALTERNATIVE 


A HUMANE AND SENSIBLE ALTERNATIVE FOR THE 
LONG-TERM MANAGEMENT OF YELLOWSTONE 
BISON AND DOMESTIC CATTLE IN YELLOWSTONE 
NATIONAL PARK AND MONTANA 
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professionals, 
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unnecessary and illegal sanctions from other states and from 


: 
iad if % 
i HbA 


ish these The Bison Alternative requires that the agencies 1 the 
Eicapemrnns cocons Uhaplonatians and janibections for eons ontites ane prothded iow 


Eliminate or modify cattle grazing practices to reduce the nsk of bacteria transmission 
Prohubit cattle grazing and unrestricted bison access to all public lands to the 
wastern ond sateen bonden of YNP. public lands adjacent 


Restore YNP as a bison sanctuary for a naturally regulated bison herd. 
Emphasize strategies to manage risk rather than to eradicate bacteria 


Prohibit the unsporting and unethical hunting of bison. 
Increase tolerance of bison on private lands outside of YNP. 
Immediately close YNP to snowmobile use and prohibit trail grooming. 


Manage bison like wildlife, not like cattle 


Require the vaccination of cattle, not bison 
bstablish strategies to protect, not persecute, Yellowstone's bison. 
Protect Montane ranchers from 


the USDA. 


strategy wo 
is @ Waste 
slaughter , 
The alternatives (including the preferred alternative) in the DEIS contain the same flaws, including: 
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Montana 
concept of fair 
will be 
no need to 
IMMEDIATELY CLOSE YNP TO SNOWMOBILE USE AND PROHIBIT TRAIL 


Do not vaccinate wild bison. V iu > 

not —_ accination is impractical, prohibitively costly, wasteful, 
Do not quarantine wild bison. Quarantine is impractical, prohibitively costly, inhumane, 
wasteful, and unnecessary . 
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Yellowstone is not beholden to the economic interests of the gateway communities nor is it 
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which have built year-1ound businesses, based upon the traditional winter uses 


and does not encourng: sutomobile travel in dangerous winter driving 
of Yellowstone Park. 


conditions. 


winter season through !ong established and traditional means such as 
e Alternative 7 preserves the safest means of winter visitation to Yellowstone, 
¢ Plowing of roads within the park would not be cost effective. 


population sccordingly and responsibly. 


¢ Alternative 7 does not impinge upon the people's right to use their park in the 


number of bison. 
¢ This alternative establi: hes a carrying capacity for bison, and manages that 


We are opposed to alternat ves 2, 3, 5, and 6 because of their harmful effects upon 


traditional winter recreanonal uses like snowmobiling. 
We are im support of Alter: ative 7, the preferred alternative, because. 


Thank you for the opportunity to c »mment on the laterageacy Bison Managen.cat 

Pian/Environmental Impact Staten ent. The following issues are of concern to this club: 
e Alternative 7 recognizes that Yellowstone Park cannot support an unlimited 
¢ Alternative 7 preserves the economy of gateway/bedroom communities, 

Please keep us on your mailing lis to receive any additional information on this 


RE. Draft EIS for the Interagency |3ison Management Pian 
Ms. Bransom, 
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be 
| want wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone. the “Preferred 
reoosuncaded by the stats of Montana and the 
continues the ummeceseary killing of buffalo moving to public lands outside the park im winter 
We can do better. 


Yellowstone's buffido, the largest wild, frec-roeming buffalo herd in the United States, are too 
waportent to sacrifice. They ere « sowve of pride fer al! of us. 


| endorse the Citigens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Bofaie, which will: 

: pe + a = 

* Create arca 

srvee rh war loeb il mage! yw crn —, 

scientific buffalo MAMMEQOMUN woe sen 

doen eham pees oa cena ea mac pe a 

and reguieted harvest when science demonstretes that evailable land cannot suppor more 

buffalo. 

Se _ 
e of key wets: rang: % easements purchase 
Emphasize ecquasepon — —_ 


cunt Aon 
tivestock industry in a balanced, common-sense manacr Please sdopt thes plan 


CTE a/ 


Monday, November 2, 1996 - 23:35:65 pm EST 
a lastname: Oros 

b firstname: The 

¢ organization: 7th Generation Fund 
comments: X-Onginating-IP: [2:06. 13.45. 154] 
From: "Tia Oros” 


The Yellowstone bison are a k zystone species, representing the primal 
relationships of indigenous pe pies and Native animals with the 
landecape of thelr emergence. 

The siaughter of this last remaining herd of bieon must end. Butchering 
these animals is tantamount to the slaughter of indian peoples since, as 
Rosalie Little Thunder, our Bowrd chaiperson eloquently said, "We share 
a common tragic history with the buffalo’ and that “Our prophecies tell 
us we have an inseparable de:itiny,” she 


Tribes must be consulted in thy process of the management and care of 
this species. This process must be carried forth and honored, the 
tribes want to be heard and have definitive statements in regard to the 
bison. 


Destruction of the last wild hen{ leaves little else safe in Yellowstone 

or elsewhere. Such violence and massacre of iife should not continue as 
a precedence of the Great Plains - - not ts wildille, its indigenous 
people, nor its ecosystem. 


There has not been a single dc curnented case of transmission of 
brucellosis by a bison to cattle aver. 


Additionally, we support the following points to preserve the last wild 
herd of bison in North Americain reaffirming the above: 


* bison must be treated like wikilife, not like domestic livestock: 

* require the vaccination of caftie, not bison; 

* immediately prohibit the capt. re and slaughter of bison inside of out 
of Yellowstone National Park; 

* eliminate cattle grazing on pu dlic lands surrounding the park and 
allow 
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bison to use these lands without restrictiuns; 

* rife hunting of Yellowstone bison is unethical, unsporting, and 

not be permitted: 

* establishment of a quarantin: facility for Yellowstone's bison will be 


a 
multi-million dollar waste of fecieral and state tax dollars and is 
entrety 


unnecessary 
* native tribes need a larger vcice in regards to this issue 


With Respect, 
Tie 


YE £C 1/0, G03 


March 24, 1996 
Sierra Club Board of Directors, Wild Planet Strategy Team, & 
w ttee 


Re: “Harmless" Recreation Kills Wildlife! 
Gent lepersons : 
It has been customary for people to assume that when we are 


not directly harming wildlife, we are not harming then. 
being a convenient pen erage = this assumption is 


Li 
: 
it 
rt 


of other species; we are, after all, the = 
hungry for even one day. Wildlife, however, does usually feel very 


g 
z 
g 
: 
& 
é 
: 


, feeding, eR gee — eB, wildlife 
tive’ activities because removal 
of animals from their natural habitats did not occur.... 

ive wildlife recreation was considered relati benign 
in terms of its effects on wildlife; today, however, there 3 
growing recognition that wildlife-viewing recreation can have 
serious negative impacts om wildlife’ (Knight & Qutswiller. p.257). 


ogy has made it much easier for people to reach 

wildlife ee including areas where access used to be 
Gifficult, such as cliff faces. caves, under water, and 
inhospitable climates. Roads, trails, ORVs, mountain bikes, high- 

gear. freeze-dried foods, and even waterproof maps are 
some of the tools that allow people to travel far into eliésmees 
in great comfort. That and increasing population have squeezed end 
frightened wildlife out of its preferred habitat, both ily 
and permanently, depriving it of needed foods, shelter, choice 
of mates. Roads are particularly pernicious, because they not only 
give humans easy access to wilderness, but they fragment habitat, 
because many cover-adapted species are afraid to cross then. 


i 


Similarly, a mountain biker travels too fast to fully appreciate 
his/her surroundings, and thus soon gets bored with the trail and 


reason why gountain bikers are never satisficd, no matter how many 
trails they have access to, and why .u«,; are exert 

tremendous pressure on land managers around the world to give them 
ever greater access. (I asked one of them if there were any limit 
to this process. He told me that no one would ever want to bike Mt. 
Bverest. However, only a few days later I saw an advertizement for 
@ mountain bike trip to Mt. Sverest!) 


Here are some of the damaging effects that the mere presence 
of a human can have on wildlife: When an animal is guarding a nest, 
it can be scared away ("flushed") for some time. at least while a 
human is present. Besides using up energy that may not be 
plentiful, eggs and young are left exposed to 
temperatures (hot or cold) and predators. The movement of the 
parent, or sometimes the odor of the human. can direct predators to 
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flushes , @et lost, and die of starvation or be 
+, cuteaniy 

The stress of disturbance can increase needs, elevate 
heart rate (possibly leading to death). force the to 


i 
; 


great 

fe. ... Predators learn to follow muman escent trails 
to nest gp a “activities (involving) nommotorized travel 
-++ (have) the creation of more ... idlands.... 


has traditionally 
viewed as most detrimental to wildlife during the br 
season. Recently, it has become apparent that disturbance outside 
of the animal's season may have equally severe effects’ 
(p.73); “Birds can lose os tors attack nests 
parents are start. into f£ * (p.133); “Human occupation 
and activity ere clearly and directly correlated with declines in 
populations of birds’ (p.135). 


"People have an impact on wildlife habitat and all that 
Gepends on it, no matter what the activity* (p.157); ° the 
, By: that e@ have influenced wildlife 


to nest sites by people can cause nest abandonment’ (p.161); “Some 
headed f 


goslings got lost in the dense vegetation when ‘or 
the pool. or ts swam off leaving goslings that could 
not follow* (p.162); “Pregnant animale suffered higher stress from 


wildlife viewers, causing some to abort" (p.163); “Outdoor 
t factor 


activities, including many that may seem innocuous, can alter 
vertebrate behaviour, reproduction, distributions, end habitats’ 
(p.169); “Human disturbance caused eagles to flush sooner than the 
other species, and eagles rarely returned to a carcass following 
disturbance’ (p.170); “Juveniles that get displaced from familiar 


“Displaced animals are forced out of familiar habitat and must 
then survive and reproduce in areas where they are not familiar 
with the locations of food, shelter, and other vital resources.... 
Hammitt and Cole ... ranked displacement as be more detrimental 
to wildlife than harasement or recreation-; habitat 

-.-- Densities ... of 13 breeding bird species were 
negatively essociated with the intensity of recreation activity by 
park visitors. primarily pedestrians and cyclists’ (pp.173-4); 
“off-road vehicles can collapse burrows of desert mammals and 
reptiles” (p.176); ‘Compaction increases the mechanical resistance 
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on 
oy visiters, which can ly ini other 
io effects of stress, incl Geath’ (p. 206) 


; 
Indirect effects also occur from development trail networks 
and ae areas, net 


, but 
edge ... |, opening) these lonisatian by exotic 
--» species" (p.210); "Geese could not compensate for a loss in 
foatiny Says" (p.251); °The BSA defines harasement as ‘an 
intent negligent act or omission which creates the 
likelihood of injury to wildlife by it te such en extent 
as to significantly disrupt normal terns which 


Michael J. Vandeman, Ph.D. 


RK .ot, S\chard L. and Kevin J. Gucewiller, eds. Wildlife end 
Recres*i mists. Covelo, California: Island Press, c.1995. 


Vandana 
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Testimony by Lois Snedden, Vice-President for Comservation, Sterra (iub 


The Sierra Cub believes that any plan for the management of the Yellowstone bison should inchide 
the following poms: 


1. Let the Buffalo Roaml 

Bison should be allowed to roam on all public lands in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. Bison 
should be allowed to remain on all public lands wit!in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem and no PO. Box 25287 
restrictions should be placed on their movernent. Bison should not be corrailed or confined for Denver, CO 80225 


any punpose. 


2 Vacunate the Cattle! 

There has never been a confirmed case of the transmission of brucellosis from bison to cattle. In 
Grand Teton National Park, bison and cattle have inhabited the same lands for over 40 years. Deas Bison Flan Team: 
Those cactle were vaccinated against the disease. If Montana follows this plan of cattle vaccination, 
it is reasonable to expect smélar results: no transmission of brucellosis — and no need to contro! The Berks Group of the Sierra Club opposes the NPS preferred alternative about the 
bison movement on public lands. bison. Aliow bison to use of Forest Service and BLM lands outside Yellowstone in win- 
3. Let Wildlife Managers Manage the Wildlife! ter. Also allow populations to fluctuate nacurally inside the park based on scientific 

The bison of Yellowstone are part of the only remaming wild, free-roarmng herd in the United data, reduce disease risk bison and cattle, and the 

States. When they leave the Park, they should be by a wildlife agency, not a kvestock tion of pha a cae —_ 
agency. The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Packs should take over jurisdiction of acquisition of property outside the park for additional winter range. 
bison management in Montana. 


4. Relocate Bison from Private Lands only where Neceasary, 
If bison threaten private lands or human safety, it is reasonable to adopt non-lethal, non-restrictive 
methods of removal. 


$. Determine an Benlosicalls Based Carrsing Capacity Sor Bison srithin the Greater Yel 


Euan. 

Bison should be allowed to roam freely on the public lands of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, 
until an ecologically based, peer-reviewed carrying capacity for bison in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem has been established. Bison movement and resource utilization outside of the Park over 
the next ten years should be studied to determine this carrying capacity, and the results should be 
eepeege Si Gene Canes Saran aay. Until such a carrying capacity is 
established, no population control methods should be implemented. 


Sterra Chub is absolutely opposed to all management alternatives proposed by the National Park 
Service in the: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). We advocate responsible bison 


management, based on biological science not political science. 


vrs rice 20 sapere 
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October 13, 1998 


To: Bison Managewent Plan EIS Team 
NPS - Sarah Branscom DSC - RP 

P. O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225 - 0287 


Dear Ms. Branscon, 


Please. To provide a science-based management pian for the bison 
herd of Yellowstone National Park, the carrying capacity for the 
bison on public lands of the Yellowstone ecosystem must be 
determined. Until such studies are completed, no population 
control methods should be used for the bison. A proven method to 
deal with the potential problem of spreading bruceliogis to cattle 
that share the same range with bison has already been tested for 
many yeers in Wyoming. Vaccinate the cattle and let the buffalo 


roam on public land under the jurisdiction of the Montana 
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. The slaughter of the bison 
must stop. 

Submitted by, 


linn I Onedowtber 


Ann T. Macomber 
Conservation Co-Chair 


Sierra - 7 | Group 
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Sunday, November 1, 1906 - 11:44:38 am EST 
2 lastname 


b firetname: Len 
¢ organization: Bilterroot-Mission Group of the Sierra Chub 
comments: Dear Bison EIS Team: 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Bison EIS. | am home 
comments on behall of the Bitterroot-Mission Group of the Sierra Club. The bison 
ie an important part of the wikdilfe of e park. | and my family and many of our 
members have enjoyed watching the bison in the park and wish to do so for many 
years in to the future. However, we believe that the preferred altemative threatens 
our future opportunities, the bison themselves and the ecosystem of whoih they 
are now a part. We oppose the prefrred alternative and support an altemative with 
the following elements. 


First, population control of the bison herd that is associated with the park is not 


carrying capacity of the park and surrounding public lands for bison 
Only after that study should population contro! be exercised. 


Only non-lethal, non-restrictive methods of removal should be used on private 
lands and only where necessary to protect those lands or human safety. 


Vaccination efforts should focus on the cattle. There has never been a confirmed 
tranamission of brucellosis from bison to cattle in the field. The rik of transmission 
should be bome by those that are using public lands for private enterprise. This 
has been doen in Grand Teton NP with complete success- no tranemission has 


Bion shuld be free to roam on public lands. No restrictions shuld be placed on 
their movement. They should not be corralied or confiend for any purpose. 


Management of the bison shuld be by state wildlife Outside the park. in 
Montana, the Department of Fish Widilfe and Parks manage the bison. 


Note also that the management of bison also affects the threatened Leal 
The bear feeds on carcasses of ungulates in the spring. Reduction of the bison 
herd could have deleterious resulis for grizzly populations facing 
uncertainwhitebark pine nut crops and the potential loss of native cutthroat trout 
from Yeelowstone Lake due to the invasion of lake trout. Thus, NEPA and the ESA 
require full consideration of the impact of bison management on grizziies. 
Uktimately management must be for grizzly survival and recovery int he 
Yellowstone ecosystem under the ESA. 


€Ls 
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Comment No. 15199 
Brad Brademeyer 
Sherra Cheb, Black Hills Group 


I'm Brad Brademeyer. I'm the chair of the Black Hills Group for the Sierra Club 

Two Barth Daye ago, | was conservation claair of the South Dakota chapter. | came out here to 
the Bay to Berkeley with Emest Callenbech and went around and talked to the people about our 
vision that was evolving in Western South Dakota about restoring bison to the Great Plains. 


A lot of people were coming to the conclusion that the time was now right to return the buffalo 
to the Great Plains. This was started from the Sierra Club's perspective because the National 
Forest Service was reviewing cight nationa) grasslands in the northern plains. We have 60 
percent of the comments that they received to request restoration of bison as a primary mission in 
the national grasslands. 


We have also been working with the indian tribes and Sioux tribes in the Western South Dakota, 
who have come to the same conclusion th»: the time is now right to restoring bison to the Great 
Plains. One of the major constraints in doing this is the supply of bison. That's why this slaughter 
in Yellowstone for a handful of pampered interests of Montana ranchers is so obscene when 
viewed from the larger public interest. What we consider the major public benefit of the 
Yellowstone herd is the wild gene pool. That's our primary concer is retaining that wild gene 
pool. 


We don't want to restore shaggy cattle to the great plains. We want bison because bison won't die 
off by the hundreds of thousands in our blizzards like cattle do. And bison don't need a 
handhoiding to calve in springtime like cattle do. Bison are going to be the future of the great 
plains. | envision a time when ranchers will trade in their livestock for shares of stock. And what 
I would like to see is the great Sioux bison range restored on millions of acres in western South 
Dakota and Wyoming. In working with ranchers in the last few years, we have been opposing a 
billion and a half dollar railroad project which has been coming from the central Wyoming coal 
fields across South Dakota. We think we are going to stop this railroad. But in working with the 
Indian tribes, progressive ranchers, and others, and looking at this corridor that they were 
proposing to build this major railroad, we started thinking about a corridor coming out of 
Wyoming. How are the bison going to get back to the Great Plains? We are starting to think 
about now; we need a route for them to walk back to the plains. We don't want them trucked. We 
don't want them managed. We don't want them vaccinated. We don't want the semen shipped. 
We wamt the bison to return. 


And this is the kind of things that are now being talked about in western South Dakota, the 
long-term economic and cultural stabilty of the region. | think Dances with Wolves was a fluke. 
This really is an important aspect of the western culture of how we see ourselves as a nation. 
And it requires wild bison, free-roaming bison, and unmanaged bison. | agree with Ernest 
Callenbach, the ranchers around Yellowstone should run bison. If they won't do that, they should 
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be bought out. This is not really in the public imterest. | think brucellosis is a political disease as 
seen by the intestines that wore left lying around, which were supposedly the vehicle or vector of 
the disease. | think if anyone looks at the bison cattle issue from the non-disease standpoint, the 
bison so overwhelmingly are of public benefit that it doesn't really become a question. 


Why is this even being discussed? These are really exciting times actually in western South 
Dakota. A lot of people are coming together. We have this kind of vision of how will people stay 
on the land? Bison require much less labor especially if it's a kind of national preserve where you 
are really just getting a share of the stock because at one time your ancestors own land. Now you 
can have an annuity because of s homesteading pattern that was in the distant past. This is what 
we were thinking about. | hope the bison become available to help in this restoration. 
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Carol Porto 

Columbia Group, Oregon Chapter 
Sierra Club 

October 1, 1998 


COLUMBIA GROUP 


Bison Management Plan El} Team 
NPS- Sarah Branscom DSC-.? 

PO Box 25287 

Denver Colorado 80225-0237 


On behalf of the 5900 meabers of the Columbia Group Oregon 
Chapter Sierra Club, I suomit these comments of the Draft 
Environmental Impact Stat ament Bison Management Plan. 


We find the National Par<s proposal for the Bison Management 
Plan a blatant disregard of the public trust. We insist that you 


STOP THE S).AUGHTERING 


of the last free roaming herd of bison in the United States. 
This destruction of our national legacy at taxpayer expense due 
to livestock industrial pressure demonstrates the grossest 
stewardship of public lanis. 


NO MORE SLA!JGHTER. 
Is there @ way to make tiis message any clearer? 


Our members are in favor of a bison management plan which is 
based upon biological science rather than industrial profit. We 
feel the following issues are required in any management plan for 
bison in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem: 


1. Bison should be allowed! to roam and remain on ALL publ a 

in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. No restrictions. jar. 
placed on their movement. No corralling nor cont inom, /ot MB sow ~ 
should be allowed. 


i aN 
2. Cattle should be vaccinated as they are successful lig 
Grand Teton National Park. The State of Montana can prevé 
transmission of brucellosis by cattle vaccination. In over forty 
years there has not been a confirmed case in the Grand acts : 
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The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks should take 
over jurisdiction of biscn management in Montana. 


4. Use non-lethal, non-restrictive methods of bison relocation 


from private lands only if bison threaten human safety or private 
lands. 


5. Determine an ecologicelly based peer reviewed carrying 
capacity for bison in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 


This appalling and offensive slaughtering of bisom must stop. We 


seek the protection of tre wild and free buffalo herds in this 
nation. 


Cnt Pr 


Carol Porto 
Conservation Chair, Columbia Group 
Oregon Chapter,Sierra Club 


cc: Mr. Ray Clark CEQ, Office of the President Washington pd >, 
Secretary Bruce Babb:tt, US Department of the ineardol of 


Secretary Dan Glockman, USDA PR 
Governor Marc Racicot., Montana Ae id 
John Paugh, Chairman, Montana Board of Livestock Q 
Mr. Craig Reed, Acting Director APHIS '\ 
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Oral testimony provided at the Mare ust Beat Weatern ae 


on August |/, 1908 


Comment No, 14877 
Doug Nilson 
Serre Clab, East idabo Group 


| am Doug Nilson. | live and work oa | chair the Bast Idaho Group of the Sierra Chub 
| am here to publicly endorse five simp important pows that Sierra Club chapters in the 
three Y ellowstone states have consenmal endorsed My elaboration here on these points will be 
brief My written comments will be saore extensive 


Pointblank, let the buffalo roam. Bien are wildlife. They should be treated and managed ke 
wikilife They should have the same freedom of movement in the Yellowstone ocosystem public 
lands as the deer and the elk have 


Point two, vaccinate the cattle. The ¢fficacy of this approach has been shown convincingly in 
Grand Teton National Park where bison and cattle have peacefully coexisted for many years and 
they have coexisted without a single -ase of bison to cattle brucellosis t(ransmiasion 


Point three, wildlife managers should manage wildlife The factual and value premises of 
Montana's Fish, Wildlife and Parks Department are much more appropriate bases for the 
management of bison than that state's Department of Livestock. DOL is a captive agency Any 
time catilemen express even the vagu ost hint of a fear of brucellosis, buffalo seem to die 


Pount four, remove bison from privat: law.'* only when necessary. | guess my further point here 
is that all of the agencies involved ar! private , ups as well should show a lot of imagination in 
ensuring private landowners that it's i. their intere ¢ as well as in the general public interest to 
provide winter range and indeed safe haven for bufi. 'o that leave the Park We have some 
expenence with a number of kinds of incentives to help ui. - ris about Let's use them and 
improve them 


Point five, allow scientists with sophisticated methods and models to determine Greater 
Yellowstone's bison carrying capacity, avoid any premature setting of population target figures, 
eapecially very modest target figures. These studies can and should incorporate such 
ecologically critical data as effective size of bison herd on such nationally important goals as 
wolf and grizzly recovery In the writen extension of my remarks I'll discuss interesting new 
evidence about the importance of bisc n to grizzly bears 


I am going to shift gears here and mai:e what | think is an important point about regional and 
nabonal priorities that is not well add essed in the DEIS at all. | am looking at priorities here as 
the function of the importance of the ,oal times, multiphed by, the severity of the threat. How 
big a goal should brucellosis eradication be as a national or regional priority ’ 


Let's concede that the goal is of some importance, is of medium umportance. But empirical! 
evidence suggests that the threat is only a tiny one. The goal times the threat here can be 


represented by this emall ball (indies ing), the goal times the threat Now how important is a 
healthy buffalo herd to the average kiahoan, Montanan, American? Th: goal." a very important 
one ‘o millions of Amencans. How serious is this threat to thie American value’ The throat to 
the viability of the bison remains high in every one of the allernstives presented in the agency's 
flawed DEIS 


So if we multiply goal importance here by threat severity here, we get a public pnonty of about 
the size of this ball (indicating) 

| suggest that an acceptable analysis of the critical bison issue requires a careful thinking through 
of the relative prionties of bison health and brucellosis prevention Not to do so leads to the 
troubling distortions that | find in this document 


Figure tis: Why e world wouk. policy makers be so fixated on this prionty (indicating) and 
from my point of \ «« a hittle bit Wo cavalier about this one (indicating). | wil) leave that an 
open question. Thanks for your alterton 
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Comment No, 15172 
Sherman H. Janke 
Serre Club, Montane Chapter 


Thank you For the record, my name is Sherman Janke I'm a resident off J fm here 
speaking on behalf of the Montana ¢ sapter of the Sierra Club, in which capacity | serve aa the 
volunteer chairperson for that chapter 


Mr. Chairman, we would like to subinit some written comments later on, but today I'll confine 
myself to some oral comments and iidicate in more detail what (be written comments are 


| have to say we're in disagreement v ith the government's plan. We assert that any acceptable 
bison plan ought to mcorporate five olementa, which | will elabor#tc on here 


Furst is let the buffalo roam. Bison « sould be allowed to roam on the public lands in the greater 
Yellowstone coosystem. As long as he) remain on public lands, no restrictions should be placed 
on their movement The Sierra Club opposes confinement and corralling of Yellowstone bison 
on public lands 


The second point that we'd like to asnert is to vaccinate the cattle. It's common know ledge there's 
never been a confirmed case of bruce llosis from bison to cattle. ln Grand Teton National Park, 
bison and cattle have inhabited the s: me lands for over 40 years. Those cattle were vaccinated 
against the disease. [f Montana follows this plan of cattle vaccination, it is reasonable to expect 
similar results, i.c., no tranamission cf brucellosis and no need to contro] bison movement on 
public lands, again, speaking to the f rst plan 


The third pount we'd like to emphasize is let wildlife managers manage the wildlife. The bison of 
Yellowstone are currently the only wild, free-roaming herd in the United States. When they 
leave the park, they should be managed by a wildlife agency, not a livestock agency The 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildli:e, and Parks should take over jurisdiction of wildlife 
management in Montana 


Fourth, relocate bison from private lands only when necessary. I'm sure there's going to be some 
differences of opinion as to whal nec sssary means. However, if bison threaten private lands or 
human safety, we believe it is reason ible to adopt non-letha) methods of removing that threat, 
and we would accept hazing. We would accept translocating bison to other public lands areas 
and maybe « couple other options, but we emphasize non-lethal 


The fifth point is the most difficult one, to determine an ecological-based carrying capacity of the 
greater Ycllowstone ecosystem. Again, we recognize that is going to be difficult, becanse there's 
going to be a correlation between the bison carrying capacity and that of the clk. So this is going 
to be a tough one, but we think it has to be done to the best of scientific ability. Bison should be 

allowed to roam freely on the public ands in the greater Y cllowstone ecosystem unless a 
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scientifically based, peer-reviewed ca rying capacity for bison in the greater Y cllowstone 
ecosystem has been established 


Bison movement and resources utilized outside of the park should be studied to help in 
determining this carrying capacity. The results should be incorporated into the faa 
determmation of carrying capacity (Until such a carrying capacity is established, no population 
contro! methods should be implement ed 


Thank you. Again, we will submit more detailed comments, but we appreciate the opportunity to 
present testimony 


1uUDSAC) 
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determination of carrying capacity Until such « carrying capacity is established, no population 
Oral testimony provided at Yellowstone Conference Hotel Ae MAINO August | 3 contro! methods should be implemented 
1908 
Thank you all 
Comment No. 14956 
Dreashe L. Mayhoe 
Sterra Club Moateana, Idabo, and Wyoming Chapters 


My name is Drusha Mayhue, and I'm here representung the Montana, idaho, and Wyoming 
Chapters of the Sierra Club. It's a group of about 6,000 people or so. And | just want to say that 
the Sterra Club is absolutely opposed to all management alternatives proposed by the National 
Park Service in their Draft Environmental impact Statement. We advocate responsible bison 
management based on biological science, not political science 


Let's look at the facts. The owmber of cows we're talking about on this land is 1889 cows that are 
using the land, public and private, around the park. We do not need anymore expensive 
government programs to, to pay off these welfare ranchers at the expense of our last free-ranging 
herd of bison 


Any management plan for the bison should include the 12 following points: Let the buffalo 
roam Bison should be allowed to roam on all public lands in the Greater Yellowstone 
Keosystem. Bison should be allowed to remain on all public lands within the Greater 
Yellowstone Keosystem and no restrictions should be placed on their movement Bison should 
not be corralled o« confined for any purpose 


Vaccinate the cattle Thore has never been a confirmed case of the trensmisson of brucellosis 
from bison to cattle. In the Grand Teton Nei. aal Park, bison and cattle heve inhabited the same 
lands for over 40 years. These cattle have been vaccinated agaist the disease [f Montana 
follows this plan of cattle vaccination. | is reasonable to expect simi/ar results 10 transmission 
of brucellosis and no need to control bison movernent on public lands 


Three, let wildlife managers manage the wildlife. The bison of Yellowstone are part of the only 
remaining wild, free-roaming herd in the United States. When they leave the park, they should 
be managed by a wildlife agency, not a livesiock agency. The Montana Department of Fish, 
Wildlife & Parks should take over jurisdiction of bison management in Montana 


Relocate the bison from private lands only where necessary. Lf bison threaten private lands or 
human safety, it is reasonable to adopt non-lethal, non-restrictive methods of removal 


And five, determine an ecologically based carrying capacity for bison within the Greater 
Yellowstone Foosystem. Bison should be allowed to roam freely on the public lands of the 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem until an ecologically based, peer reviewed carrying capacity for 
bison tn the Greater Yellowstone Roosystem has been establish. 


Bison movement and resource utilization outside the park over the ext ten years should be 
studied to determine this carrying capacity and the results should b. incorporated into the final 
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. October 6, 1998 
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Bison Management Plan E15 Team Bison Management Plan BIS Team 
NPS -Sereh Grenson OSC-RP NPS - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Bon 25287 P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, OO 60225-0287 Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 
Oct. 7, 1998 
Dear Bison Management Team, 
Dear Ms, Bransom & EIS Team members 
lam writing on behalf of the Mt. Evan's group of the Starrs Club to xpress Gur opposition to th: 
management alternative proposed by the Netional Park Service ta their Draft Environment! Lmpact 1 am pleased w submit for inclusion in the public record comments on the 
Ststernen: (DETS). We advocate responsible Giese management, based on biological sclence em political Bison Management Plan Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) on 
scrence. Any plan for ihe management of bison should incheds the following pownts behalf of the over 13,000 members of the North Star Chapter of the Sierra Club 
The North Star Chapter en asses all Sicrra Club members living in the 

1. Let the Buffalo Ream: ue az is & state where bison once roamed freely, and 
See Game Geen aap @ ee 0 0@ Gas Venn aaa Bison should we have seen our share of slaughter of those animals most symbolic of our 
be allowed to remsin on ofl public lends within the Grester pve an G0 ceneneNs nation and the wilderness that once stretched from the Atlantic w the Pacific 
should be placed on their movemem. Bisne should act be corratted or cosfined for say purpose bison, wolves, eagles. | can assure you, the management of the Yellowstone 
2 Vere Oe Comte Bison herd is a matter of great concem to our members 


There has sever been a confirmed case of the transmission of brucelions from bison to catlie | Grand 

Teton National Park, bison and cattle have inhabited the same lands for over 40 years. Those cattle were 

vaccinated against the disease If Montana follows this plan of cattle vaccination, it is reasonable to expect: General Comments: 
similar results. no transmission of brucellosis and no need to contro! bison inovement on public lands 


While we appreciate the work of the team in giving serious consideration to 


Sete aaivaelibenaltteah am wild, free herd in the US. When they the management of the Yellowstone Bison herd, we must state firmly and 
soem Go Cath, Gay Gatti Gamemibee Ghat ame. an otis enenn. Yeo teamne unequivocally that ne en oo 


Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks should jurtediction of bison management in Montana 
= aes - extremely disappointed that the NPS had neither the vision nor courage to 


propose even one alternative that placed survival and protection of the 
Yellowstone bison herd above, or even on an equal footing with, the economic 
imterests of local ranchers. Their failure to do so flies in the face of reason 


4. Refecate Bison from Private Lands Ouly When Necessary: 
ff bason threatun prvate lands or human safety. it is reasonable to adopt non-lethal, aoa-restrictive 


methods of removal 
and justice, and is not worthy of an organization with such a proud history and 
5. Determine an Ecologically Based Carrying Capecity for Bisoe whtia the Greater Vetlowmon high calling 
Ecevystem Bison should be allowed freely om the public lands of the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosverem. unti! an ccologically hased. Seas eoecuctoead cangten expaaty tr thems fa Gn Omer The slaughter of over 1,100 bison on the threshold of our nation’s first 
Yellowstone Foosysiem has been established National Park during the winter of 1996-1997 is a stain on the honor of the 
Park Service that will take decades to wash away, if that is even possible 
Continued capture, killing and selling of bison simply looking for winter 7 


Bison should be protected not persecuted. Please do not implemwnt the proposed bison management 
poheies ox forage outside of Yellowstone is intolerable and our members resent deeply 


idea of being made accomplices to this by paying taxes toward the more than 
$1 million annual price tag for this slaughter. Moreover, the capture, 
Oech 6 hae, ik quarantine, testing, and vaccination of the herd, particularly when they are 
Michele C_ Loewe already under the stress of winter, defies logic when such activities are much 
easier to accomplish with the domestic livestock these actions are intended to 


Wildlife 
oO protect 
1OO% Post Consumer 
Recycled — 


Sincerely. 
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YELL-15843 contd 


Sierra Club, North Star Chapter comments -- page 2 


The lands upon which the bison roam are, by and large, public lands upon 
which domestic livestock are the “tenants” which the American public 
tolerates to intrude upon the natural order. It is difficult for our members to 
understand the bies shown by the NPS in favoring these “tenant” livestock 
over the native bison, unless it is based on purely crass monetary 

and political influences. This is a truly sad commentary on our government in 
general, and the Park Service in particular 


The Yellowstone Bison herd is not the property of the NPS. In fact, the herd 
does not, in the common use of the word, “belong” w the people of the United 
States. It is a unique and magnificent part of our heritage and a fundamental 
component of the legacy we will leave w future generations. This honor and 
heavy burden of guardianship has been placed upon us, and we are failing 


We urge you, in the strongest terms possible, to revise the Preferred 
Alternative t give priority to the interests and survival of the Yellowstone 
bison. Give our nation the chance to be worthy of the honor and burden of 
our heritage. Do not make the citizens of this nation partners in a shameful 
decision that future generations will look upon with anger and disgust. 


Specific Comments; 


We urge that the NPS revise the Preferred Alternative to be a plan for 
protecting the Yellowstone Bison herd. Such a plan should be based on 
biological science, not monicd self-interest and pressure politics, and should 
include the following: 


1, Bison should be allowed to roam on all public lands in the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem. No restrictions should be placed on their movement; 
they should not be corralled or confined for any purpose. 


2. Livestock, not bison, should be vaccinated. There has never been a 
confirmed case of the transmission of Brucellosis from bison w cattle. 
Moreover, the pian docs not explain why Greater Yellowstone's free-roaming 
elk herd, numbering over 100,000 and also carrying brucellosis, is not 
similarly targeted. In Grand Teton National Park, bison and cattle have 
inhabited the same lands for over 40 years. Those cattle were vaccinated 
against the disease (as are nearly all cattle cast of the Rockies!). If Montana 
follows the same plan of cattle vaccination, it is reasonable to expect similar 
results: no transmission of brucciiosis, and no need to control bison movement 
on public lands. 


3. Incentives should be developed to encourage private land-owners to change 
their grazing practices in ways that reduce contact between cattle and bison. 
Where landowners are interested in selling their property or offering 
conservation easements to accomodate bison, state and federal agencies should 
work with the landowners to achieve these goals. 


Sierra Club, Nonl Star Chapter comments -- page 3 


4. Wildlife managers, not agricultural agents, should manage the herd when it 


leaves the park. The bison of Yellowstone are part of the only remaining wild, 


free-roaming herd in the United States. As such, they merit sufficient care 
and respect from our governmental agencics that, at a minimum, they be 
managed by trained wildlife specialists. When they leave the park, they 
should be managed by federal or state wildlife management agents, nol 
agricultural or livestock agents with oo scientific training in wildlife 
management 


5. Relocation of bison from private lands should occur only when the bison 
threaten those lands, human safeiy, or property. lt should be accomplished 
using the least-restrictive, non-lethal means available. Priority should be 
given to relocating the bison to Native American reservations and other 
public lands. 


6. No population control methods should be implemented until an ecologically- 


based, peer-reviewed carrying capacity has been determined for bison within 
the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. Bison movement and resource utilization 
outside of the park over the next 10 years should be studied to determine this 
carrying capacity, and the results should be incorporated into the final 
determination of carrying capacity. It also will be critical to imcorporate into 
this evaluation the impact of recent wolf reintroductions and expansion, and 
their role as a primary predator on the bison herd. Until such a carrying 
capacity is established, the bison should be allowed to roam freely on the 
public lands of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, without any efforts wo 
control or limit their population. 


Thank you for your consideration of our comments. We look forward to the 
issuance of the Final EIS. 


af 


cc: Vice President Albert Gore 
Senator Paul Wellstone 
Representative Bruce Vento 
Representative Bil] Luther 
Representative Jim Ramstad 
Representative David Minge 
Representative Martin Sabo 
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YELL-9825 


October 8, 1998 


Ms. Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
Bison Management Team 
National Park Service 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 60225-0287 


Re: Yellowstone EIS on Bison 
Dear Me. Bransom: 


On behalf of the Placer Group Sierra Club, I would like to offer 
the following comments on the EIS for Yellowstone bison: 


Elawe io the Government's Preferred Alternative: 


Our club strongly discourages the adoption of the Park Service's 
and the State of Montana's Preferred Alternative for Yellowstone 
bison for the following reasons: 


1. All of the great strides which have been made in the recovery 
of the American Bison should not be for naught. After recovery 
from the brink of extinction, the species certainly deserves to be 
wild and free-roaming. The government’s plan does not call for 
this. 

2. The basic premise and logic of the government’s plan is 
flawed--although the bison are the wild animals, the DEIS 
emphasizes their management, rather than the a mary of the 
domestic cattle. A specific example of this is the plan’s proposal 
to subject the wild animals, instead of the domestic cattle, to 
vaccinations against brucellosis. This plan has no scientific 
basis, since there has never been a documented case of the transfer 
of brucellosis from buffalo to cattle on the free range. 

3. The government’s plan calls for the Montana Department of 
Livestock to make management decisions for the buffalo, although 
the buffalo are not livestock. 

4. The plan calls for the slaughter end sport hunting of the 
buffalo--this is an inhumane solution, since buffalo have little 
fear of humans. It is also makes no sense, since our country has 
worked hard on conservation of the species. How can we now be 
talking of destroying them? 


Endorsement of Citizens’ Pla 


DE | 


October 8, 1998 2 
Bison Management Team 


Inetead, the Placer Group Sierra Club endorses the Citizens’ Plan 
to Save Yellowstone Buffalo for the following reasons: 


l. "Excess" buffalo would be relocated to Indian reservations. 
This would serve the dual purpose of saving the bison’s iives, as 
well as uplift the spirit of Mative Americans which suffered 
dramatically when the white man decided that decimating buffalo 
herds was the way to conquer Indian nations. 

2. The Citizens Plan would set aside a special management area 
outside the park for forage areas during harsh winters. 

3. It calls for wildlife professionals to manage the buffalo, 
which are WILD, instead of the State of Montana’s Department of 
Livestock, which manages livestock. 

4. It calls for the vaccination of cattle, not of wiid buffalo. 


The Citizens Plan is the logical choice for the management of the 
Yellowstone Buffalo. If the American bison is not allowed to roam 
freely, it will be another tremendous blow not only to the species 
itself and the Native American spirit, but to every American who 
appreciates liberty for himself and the creatures of the earth. 
Please do not adopt your Preferred Alternative. 


Please put our group on your notification list for this important 
plan. Thank you for your consideration. 


Very truly yours, 


C French - Antz) 
Cathie Tritel 
Conservation Chair 
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PUBLIC HEARING 


YELL 15 Ab 
Tank you for attending the Public Hearing for the Draft Envi: onment Impact Statement for the interagency Bison Management Pian We 
appreciate your parvcipation Please use thus form to record y mr comments If you believe that we have mssed an unpurtant issue, or need more 
informabon to fully assess the impacts. we welcome your writtsn comments Please be as specafic as possible and include your rauonabe for the 
suggested -hanges. Feel free to make addisonal comments on separate sheets of paper and enclose them wih th.» postage paid form When you 
have finshed fold along the dotisd line 90 that the business rey ty address is on the oumsde tape closed (no staples please), and mail Your 
comments mui be recerved by October 16,1998 Thank for your interest in the EIS 
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SIERRA CLUB ~ Santa Lucia Cuarter 


HEU 5432 
September 19, 1998 
Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 
Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
PO Box 25287 


Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Ms Bransom, 


Last winter, | read with horror the newspaper accounts of the slaughter of 1100 bison in Yellowstone 
Natonal Park Thus acon was absobutely usconsciomable, m my opinion The wholesale slauginer of 
wildlife on such # scale would be abhorrent to me or “( afty circumstances, but particularty m the case of 
an animal as magnificent as the buffalo that we ought so hard to bring back from the brink of extmcton 
k ts my understanding that the size of the herd has plummeted from 4000 head m 1996 to about 2200 
today And for what purpose? Ostensibly, this is being done to protect about 2,000 cattle located on 
national forest land surrounding the park from contracting the disease brucellosis — cattle that bring a 
whopping $4,200 of annual income to th » Forest Service thanks to federal grazing subsidies (sometumes 
referred to as “cowboy welfare”) But there has not been a single case of cattle becoming mfec'ed by 
brucellosis from buffalo Moreover, the valy way the disease could be transmutted would be for cattle to 
come in contact with the afterbuth from 1 buffalo calving Yet this did not prevent the discriminate 
killing of bulls and calves when they str: yed out of the park during a scason when bison aren't even 
calving (bison calve m spring) One alsc has to wonder why there is no concern about the 100,000 elk 
that roam the park freely and also carry the disease, if t really posed such a threat ht couldn't have 
anything to do with the amount of revenne they generate in hunting hcenses, could it” 


| had thought that the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) recently undertaken by the Natrona! Park 
Service (NPS) might offer some reasonable solutions ln reviewing it, however, | find that i can't be 
enthused about any of the alternatrves proposed as they all mvolve continuation of the slaughter to greater 
or lesser degrees. | would argue that the funding that would be spent on such “management programs 
would be better spent funding research fx an effective vaccmation and treatment program and either 
olimmating the grazing leases or lettmg ‘anchers graze at the own nsk I support the Citizen's Plan to 
Save Yellowstone Buffalo and urge the ‘NPS to go back to the drawing board 


To explore. enjoy. and protect the nation ¢ scenic resources 


SLNINWO?D 


ess 


Oral lemony prone’ wh yh EL, 


September 29, 1998 


Comment No, 15004 
Barbara | oe 
Sterra Club, Texas Lone Star Chapter 


Hi. Good afternoon. My name is Ba bara Loe. I'm the conservation chair of the Lone Star 
Chapter of the Sierra Club I'm here to present the oral comments for the Lone Star 


Chapter of the Sierra Chub concerning the interagency plan to manage the bison at Yellowstone 
National Park 


The Lone Star Chapter has 20,000 n embers in the state off EB Many of our members have 
spent ume and money in Yellowstor e National Park viewing the wildlife, and many, hke myself. 
have never been there, but hope to g > someday to see a wild herd of free roaming buffalo. The 
Lone Star Chapter is absolutely opposed to all management alternatives set forth in the Draf! 
EIS. The Lone Star Chapter stands v) agreement with other Sierrans and citizens around the 
country who support the management guidelines proposed in the Citizens’ Plan, the National 
Wildh fe Federation interTribal Biso 1 Cooperative Plan. 


We advocate responsible bison manigement based on biological science, not politica) scrence or 
highly questionable and unproven veterinary science. The Sierra Club strongly objects to the 
senscless slaughter of bison that has taken place in the past and would continue to take place 
under the proposed alternative. The continued killing of healthy buffalo is unconscionable and 
really needs to stop. 


The members of the Sierra Club in«trongty believe that bison should be able to roam 

freely on public lands outside the park boundary. Cattle should be taken off the public lands 

during the tume the bison are present if the ranchers in the area feel they are threatened by the 
presence of bison. 


Sierrans i want to see our public lands managed for public wildlife, not managed for 
private profit at taxpayer @ pense. 
Given a choice between a wild, free roaming herd of buffalo or 2,000 Sterrans and 


citizens all across the nation will choose the bison. Make no mistake about this. public feels 
very strongly about the protection of their wildlife. 


The bison should be managed by wil flife managers, not the Montana Livestock Agency when 
they move into Montana and off of p ibhic land Buffalo are not livestock. They should be 
managed by the Montana Departmen: of Fish, Wildlife and Parks in these instances. The Sierra 
Club in like to see furth sr research to determine the carrying capacity of the park 
along with the surrounding public lar ds in the Yellowstone ecosystem. We support the 
acquisition of additional public lands around the park to support the bison herd and other 
wildlife. And we support the relocation of buffalo in excess of the determined carrying capacity 
of the public lands in the Yellowst-n: ecosystem to tribal lands. 


53 


in closing, the Lone Star Chapter of te Sierra Club off supports the common sense 
solutions set forth in the Citize: « Plan and strongly encourages the National Parks Service to 
adopt that plan as our manageme \t tool for Yellowstone bison Thank you for the oppartumity to 


speak 
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Monday, July 20, 1998 - 13:19:52 pw EST 

« lastname: Lindbols 

b firstname: Prof. Pau! 

¢ orgunization: Lastern Washington University 

comments: | am writing on behalf of some |.400 members of the Upper 
Columbia River group of Sierra Club, which | lead, besides 

the rotating membership of the Stude ot Kavironmental Club 

at astern Washington University, wiuch | advise We support 

the bison mana)rement plans 
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Oral testimony provided ai the Virgin an ( onvention  ncer immmmmmmmmmmareceamasaa, 


on Auguat 10, 1998 


Comment No, 1513/0 
Page McNeill 
Sierra Club, Wyoming Chapter 


I'm Page McNeill. I'm speaking today on behalf of the Wyoming chapter of the Sierra Club. 
Aud | also thank the park and whoever set this up that we could have public speakers today | 
don't know about the rest of you, but I'm kind of tired of those other meotings where you just get 
to go around to tne stations. | like to ‘alk to the public. 


And | would like to say there's just t«o words to best desoribe this plan. {It stinks. But since | 
have the time to say more, | will. 


The draft Environmental Impact Statoment for the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the 
State of Montana and Yellowstone N ational Park offers seven alternatives for the long-term 
Management of the Yellowstone her s. Not a single alternative provides a sensible, scientifically 
sound, humane, and nonpolitical stra ogy for bison management. 


Your plan protects livestock interest: above wildlife interests. Your plan would capture, test, 
vaccinate, quarantine, sell, and kill b. son seeking winter forage near or outside the park 
boundaries. It could establish a public hunt for animals that have no fear of humans. It proposes 
to establish extensive bison quarantine f> ilities which will umprson wild animals from one to 
four years. Your proposed plan would cost taxpayers more than one milhon each year We feel 
Yellowstone's bison must be protected, not persecuted. 


The Wyoming chapter of the Siera “lub is absolutely opposed to all management alternatives 
proposed in this draft Ravironmenta. Impact Statement. We advocate responsible bison 
management based on biological science and not political science 


Any plan for the management of bison should include the following points: One, let the buffalo 
roam. Bison should be allowed to ram on al) public land in the greater Yellowstone ecosystem 
Bison should be allowed to remain on all public lands within the GYE, and no restriction should 
be placed on their movement. Biso should not be corralled or confined for any purpose. 


Vaccinatc the cattle. There has never been a confirmed case of the transmission of brucellosis 
from bison to cattle in the wild. In Grand Teton National Park, bison and caftle have inhabited 
the same lands for over 40 years. Those cattle were vaccinated against the disease If Montana 
follows this plan of cattle vaccination, it is reasonable to expect similar results, no transmission 
of brucellosis, an‘ no need to contr! bison movernent on our public lands. 


Three, let wildlife managers manage the wildlife. The bison of Yellowstone are part of the only 
remaining wild, free-roaming herd in the United States. When they leave the park, they should 
be managed by wildlife agency professionals. The Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and 
Parks should take over jurisdiction of bison management in Montana. 
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15130 contd 


Four, relocate bison from private lanls only where necessary If bison threaten private lands or 
human safety, it is reasonable to adoy4 nonlethal, nonrestrictive methods of removal. 


And, five, determine an ecologically based carrying capacity for bison within the OYE. Bison 
should be allowed to roam freely on he public lands of the GYE until an coologically based, 
peer reviewed carrying capacity for |nson in the greater Yellowstone ecosystem has been 
established. Bison movernent and resource utilization owtmde of the park over the next ten years 
should be studied to determine this c wTytng capacity, and the results should be incorporated into 
the final determination of the carrying capacity Unt! such a carrying capacity is established, no 
populaton control method should be unplemented. 


The Sierra Club and our chapter will submit further written comments later on in the 
proceedings 


495- 


YELL-15890 


October 30, 1998 


Bison Management Plan ElS Team 
NPS - Sarah Branscom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


RE Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison 
Management Plan for State of Montana and Yellowstone Nationa! Park 


Dear Ms. Branscom, 


Please accept the following comments on behalf of the Yellowstone Ecosystem Task 
Force (YETF) of the Sierra Club. YETF is a committee formed by the Northern Rockies, 
Montana and Wyoming Chapters of the Sierra Club The national organization of the 
Sterra Club has 600,000 members that enjoy our public lands and expect balanced 
management from our public land's agencies and managers Our goal is to help ensure 
protection of watersheds, biodiversity, air and water quality, and ecosystem viability 
Through the YETF, we are committed to the biodiversity and viability of the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem. 


The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the interagency Bison Management Plan 
for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park (DEIS) examines seven 
alternatives for minimizing the risk of transmitting brucellosis from bison to domestic 
cattle on public and private lands surrounding Yellowstone National Park The DEIS is 
flawed in that it has ignored scientific fact (there is no documented or confirmed case of 
transmission of this disease from bison to domestic cattle in the wild), and has placed the 
burden and cost of management of a livestock problem on the backs federe! and state 
agencies, and therefore, the taxpayer The DEIS fails to provide a scie ttifically or 
economically based solution to protect Yellowstone's bison or Monta: a's cattle [t wastes 
federal tax dollars while allowing capture, testing, vaccination, quarantine, selling, and 
killing of bison seeking winter forage on public lands outside of Yellowstone National 
Park 
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YELL-15890 contd 


In the opening paragraph of the DEIS, t states,“ Bison are an essential component of 
Yellowstone National Park because they contribute to the biological, ecological, cultural, 
and sesthetic purposes of the park" Kerry Gunther, Yellowstone Park Service Biologist, 
and Mark Haroldson, Interagency Grizzly Study Team member, stated in a letter to the 
team developing the DEIS that, “ungulate mest may becoine even more important to the 
rastritional well being of the Yellowstone grizzly bears in the future, due to the loss of 
bear habitat on private land as well as the potential loss of white bark pine seeds and 
cutthroat trout, two important high quality food sources" Gunther and Haroldson 
continued in their letter that, “due to the importance of ungulate meat to the nutritional 
well-being of grizzly bears in the northern, western, and cantral portions of Yellowstone 
Park, we believe that bison management alternatives that significantly reduce the bison 
population may have a negative impact on grizzly bears in these areas) Thus, all of the 
proposed alternatives with the possible exception of Alternative Two, may have short 
term negative impacts on some grizzly bears by reducing the number of bison carcasses 
available for bears to scavenge ” Until an ecologically based, peer-reviewed carrying 
capacity for bison in the Greater Yeliowstone Ecosystem is established, the DEIS is once 
again flawed in advocating “the use of lethal controls to manage bison is minimized as 
population size approaches |, 700 animals.” in light of the above comments, we question 
bow the |, 700 animal level was determmned and whether this is an appropriate population 
minimum amount given the importance of bison and a healthy predator (grizzly bear and 
wolf) population 


The stated purpose of the DEIS is, “to maintain a wild, free-ranging population of bison 
and address the nsk of brucellosis transmission to protect the economic interest and 
viability of the livestock industry in the state of Montana” This implies that a threat 
exists in the entire state when in fact if a threat exists, it is only to the small cattle 
population currently found adjacent to Yellowstone Park. We agree with the goal of 
maintaining a free-ranging population of bison. We do not agree with the proposed 
method of protecting the livestock industry in Montana through the capture, testing. 
vaccinating, or killing of bison. in Teton County, Wyoming, south of Yellowstone 
Navona Park, local ranchers have dealt with the brucellosis issue sensibly for decades 
Cattle here have been vaccinated for brucellosis, with an existing vaccine, for over 30 
years. No outbreak of brucellosis in cattle has ever been reported here, despite the fact 
that bison, efk and cattle have been sharing the same habitat for decades To further prove 
the efficacy of this vaccination approach, the State of Wyoming has now embarked on a 
program of testing cattle in the northwest part of the state for brucellosis. In the last year. 
40,000 cattle have been tested for brucellosis Not a single one tested positive for 
brucellosis. There is no rational reason to suppose that bison pose any greater threat to 
cattle (in terms of transmission of bruceilosis) than do other wildlife (such as elk) We 
already know that elk carry the disease As stated in a recent scientific study of the 
National Research Council, the eradication of the disease in wildlife should not and 
cannot be a realistic goal. All of the alternatives assume vaccination of bison calves and 
captured adult bison when a safe and effective vaccine is available Will elk be next? 
The goa! should be the control of the disease in cattle This is something that can be 
quite easily accomplished with existing vaccine. In the summary of the DEIS, it states 
that, “grazed cattle to the north and west of Yellowstone that could be directly affected 
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are estimated to total about 2,019 cow-calf pairs They comprise less than 4% of the 
cattle population of Gallatin and Park Counties.” It also states two paragraphs later, “The 
cost of vaccinating and testing is relatively minor, estimated at about 2% of average 
yearly cow-calf production costs in the western United States " The DEIS is advocating a 
plan that would cost the taxpayer somewhere between $1 million and $3 mullion per year, 
along with shared costs (estimated at $29 | million to $44 | million over the life of the 
plan) We advocate vaccinating the 2,019 cow-calf pairs that are directly affected at a 
cost of less than $10,000 in year one, and less in succeeding years since only newborn, 
female calves would have to be vaccinated If one were to include the enture state of 
Montana, the cost of testing and vaccinating cattle would rise However, as stated on 
page |7 of the summary, “The possibility of such transmission and associated indirect 
impacts would be considered remote in all alternatives ” 


Aljl seven alternatives have common features Listed below are those features with our 
response to each feature 


|. All alternatives require the cooperation of the state af Montana, the U.S. Forest 
Service, the National Park Service, and the Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service. 


We agree with this statement in principle that agencies involved need to work in 
cooperation. However, we request that these government agencies base their work on 
biological science and not political science We strongly believe thai the State of 
Montana should pass the necessary laws to require that its wildlife agency, the Montana 
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks, have primary state agency jurisdiction over bison 
leaving Yellowstone National Park It is this agency that is best equipped to manage wild 
animals, especially bison The Montana Department of Livestock should not have 
jurisdiction over bison in the wild They have proven that they give highest priority to 
protection of cattle, with no serious consideration given to bison protection 


2. Every alternative envisions the bison population would be managed primarily through 
natural processes inside Yellowstone Park. 


We agree with ths statement in principle. However, we request that this statement be 
expanded to include areas outside of the Park with management of bison through natural 
processes to be conducted by wildlife professionals in the US. Forest Service and the 
Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks At no time should bison management 
be put into the hands of an agency whose main purpose is the management, health and 
inspection of livestock 


J. In all alternatives (except alternative 5 in the short term), the use of lethal controls to 
manage bison is minimized as the population size approaches |, 700 animals. 


This statement is flawed The DEIS does not contain adequate data concerning the 
ecologically based carrying capacity of bison within the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem 
Until this is established, we feel that the alternatives are putting at risk the predator 
populaticn in Yellowstone by establishing a maximum population range for bison As 
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stated above, the impact on grizzly bears, wolves and other predators and scavengers 
must be included in determining any population maximum 


4. All alternatives inchwde large geographic areas where bison are able to range with 
little human intervention. In alternative 5, this area is limited to Yellowstone National 
Park. 


Bison are a migrating animal and should be allowed to migrate. Limiting them to 
Yellowstone National Park is not realistic. As long as they are on public lands, leave 
them alone. If they wander onto private lands and the landowner requests them to be 
moved, we favor the use of hazing and/or other non-lethal, non-restrictive methods of 
removal Until an ecologically based carrying capacity for bison is established and agreed 
upon through scientific methods and peer-review process, bison must be allowed to roam 
freely in a natural migration The Park Service needs to establish the effects of winter 
grooming of snowmobile trails on the migration patterns of bison. 


5. Monttoring is an integral part of every alternative, especially as bison approach 
designated border areas in Montana. 


Bison should not be managed like domestic livestock. By establishing border areas, the 
DEIS is once again limiting the bison and potential migration routes on public lands. You 
have only moved the borders beyond Yellowstone National Park. Do we establish 
borders for elk, coyotes, grizzly bears, etc. NO!!! Why does the DEIS, in each alternative, 
seek to control the movements of bison’? Let the buffalo roam! If a landowner has a 
problem with bison in Montana, let the wildlife professionals of the Montana Department 
of Fish, Wildlife and Parks be responsible for removing the bison through the use of non- 
lethal, non-restrictive methods. 


6. All alternatives define a management boundary beyond which agencies would take 
action to ensure bison do not remain. 


Again, why should the agencies restrict the movement of bison? A least expensive 
alternative is to vaccinate cattle and allow the bison to migrate naturally. It should make 
no difference whether the bison are inside the Park boundaries or in the National Forest 
As far as private land, the owner should be given the opportunity to request that bison be 
moved in a non-lethal, nun-restrictive method. 


7. Ifa capture facility is sited as part of an alternative, it would meet certain 
environmemtai criteria and comply with requirements of the Endangered Species Act and 
the National Historic Preservation Act before construction began. 


This is a nice statement and shows concern for the bison and those of us who want to see 
the bison protected. But construction of a capture facility is a waste of taxpayer's money 
and is not needed. Bison are wild animals The Park Service warns us about this every 
time we go into Yellowstone National Park. As wild animals, they should be treated as 
wild animals. A capture facility is only used to remove bison from the wild 


& All alternatives include the humane treatment of bison held in capture or quarantine 
facilities 


No capture facility is needed The most humane treatment of bison is to let them roam 


9. All alternatives except alternative 5 allow bison outside the park. To do so and not to 
affect Montana's class-free status, special management areas (SMAs) would be created. 
The creation of these SMAs would not require changes to current APHIS regulations, but 
would require the approval of the state of Montana as specified by Montana law. 


Again, SMAs restrict the movement of bison under each alternative. The majority of 
iands in cach SMA are either National Forest or Wilderness Areas. The creation of SMAs 
it not needed in these areas A change in grazing permits, whether through elimination, to 
steer only operations, or restricted time access could be used to separate cattle and bison. 
To work with Montana in helping to vaccinate cattle would be a least expensive 
alternative and would not require the purchase of private land inside the SMAs for only 
bison management. If the U.S. Government or the State of Montana want to purchase 
additional |and surrounding Yellowstone Park to provide open space for future 
generations, land for winter grazing for bison, and for the betterment of ecological 
diversity, we are in favor of such a purchase. We support the purchase of the Noyal Teton 
Ranch using Land and Water Conservation Fund monies. 


10. Slaughtered bison could be auctioned or distributed to social service organizations. 
Bison shot in the field may be released to tribes. Live bison would be available if they had 


completed the approved quarantine protocol. 


We are against the capture, slaughter, or quarantine of bison. However, we would support 
working with tribes (Native Americans) in protecting the bison and providing additional 
range on tribal lands. 


/1. In Montana, private landowners may shoot bison on their land with permission from 
the Department of Livestock, or they may ask the Department to remove bison. 


The Department of Livestock should pgt be involved with a wild animal, bison Their 
role should be confined to domestic livestock. Montana private landowners should not be 
allowed to shoot bison. Bison may be removed by non-lethal, non-restrictive methods by 
the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. 


12. All alternatives include the suggested vaccination of female cattle calves in areas 
adjacent to the Park or in SMAs, as well as surveillance testing of these herds should 
contact with bison be suspected or occur. All alternatives also assume vaccination of 
bison calves and captured adult bison when a safe and effective vaccine is available. 


We basically agree with the first part of this statement but would require vaccination of 
cattle in areas adjacent to the Park or in the National Forest/Wilderness Areas use for 
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summer grazing. We also suggest limiting grazing activities in the National 
Forest/Wilderness Areas adjacent to the Park to eliminate the cattle/bison conflicts and to 
increase appropriate habitat for wild species. However, we with the approach of 
vaccinating bison. Bison have, by best estimates, lived with the disease in their herd for 
80 years without negative effects. Do pot vaccinate bison. A safe and effective vaccine 
for bison is not available today. Even if it was, some scientists have stated that brucellosis 
could re-establish in the herd because of its prevalence in elk and other wild animals, and 
it would resume its 50% seroprevalence in the herd, if a vaccination program were ever 
halted. Eradication of brucellosis in wildlife should not and cannot be a realistic goal 
according to a recent National Research Council scientific study. 


13. All alternatives include future research efforts. 
We fully support this part of each alternative. 


The alternatives as presented in the DEIS do not correctly address the stated goal “of 
minimizing the risk of transmitting the disease brucellosis from bison to domestic cattle 
on public and private lands adjacent to Yellowstone National Park.” It does address the 
capture, testing, vaccinating, quarantining, selling, and killing of bison looking for winter 
Seu co cull enh anttodl tention. This DEIS and its preferred alternative are 
expensive and address the problem to the benefit of one special economic interest group, 
the livestock industry of Montana. The Yellowstone bison are a national heritage enjoyed 
by millions of people as they travel through and visit Ye!'~ vstone Park. The Yellowstone 
bison are an important part of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. None of this has been 
addressed in the DEIS. Any impiemented management plan should include the following 
provisions to address the stated goal “of minimizing the risk oi cransmitting the disease 
brucellosis” and protecting Yellowstone bison herd: 


1. Let the Buffale Ream! 
Bison should be allowed to roam on all public lands in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem. Bison should be allowed to remain on all public lands within the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem and no restrictions should be placed on their movement 
Bison should not be corralled or confined for any purpose. Since brucellosis does not 
seem to affect bison, they should not be vaccinated. Since other animals in the 
ecosystem are infected with brucellosis, we do not feel that vaccinating bison wil! 
eliminate the perceived threat of brucellosis transmission. If in the future a vaccine 
proves effective in wildlife, many issues remain and must be addressed before bison 
or any other wild animal is inoculated. These issues relate to the effective delivery of 
the vaccine to wild animals and the need for them to remain wild. Also, because of 
the migration patterns of bison, Yellowstone Park needs to study the effect grooming 
of trails in winter has on the movement of bison outside of the park. Bison migrate 
and the migration should be a natura! occurrence not affected by man-made trails. 
2. Vaccinate the Cattle! 


There has never been a confirmed case of the transmission of brucellosis from bison 
to cattle in a natural setting, in the wild. In Grand Teton National Park and the 
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neighboring National Forest land, bison and cattle have inhabited the same lands for 
over 40 years. Those cattle were vaccinated against the disease. If Montana follows 
this plan of cattle vaccination, it is reasonable to expect similar results: no 
transmission of brucellosis—and no need to contro! bison movement on public lands 
To vaccinate the cattle would be the least expense alternative. If the state of Montana 
wants to maintain bruceilosis free status, they should consider and unplement a 
vaccination program with help from the proper federal agencies. Brucellosis is a 
cattle problem. Solve the problem where it can be effective, proven, and sound. 


3. Let Wildlife Professionals Manage the Wildlife! 

The bison of Yellowstone are part of the only remaining wild, free-roaming herd in 
the United States. When they leave the Park, they should be managed, if at all, by 
wildlife professionals in a wildlife agency. The Montana Department of Livestock is 
not the proper agency to be working with wild animals. The Montana Department of 
Fish, Wildlife and Parks should take over jurisdiction of bison management in 
Montana. No wild animai should come under the jurisdiction of a domestic livestock 
agency. It is not done for any other animal. Treat bison as other wildlife species are 
treated 


4. Relocate Bisoa from Private Lands only where necessary. 

If bison threaten private lands or human safety, it is reasonable to adopt non-lethal, 
non-restrictive methods of removal. The removal of bison from private land should 
be handled by the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. Instead of 
building costly containment areas, use the money to provide adequate funds to the 
Montana Departraent of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks to help defray the cost of managing 
and/or removing bison from private lands outside of Yellowstone Park. 


5. Determine an Ecologically Based Carrying Capacity for Bisen within the 
Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 

Bison should be allowed to roam freely on the public lands of the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem, until an ecologically based, peer-reviewed carrying capacity 
for bison in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem has been established. Bison 
movement and resource utilization outside of the Park over the next ten years should 
de studied to determine this carrying capacity, and the results should be incorporated 
into the final determination of carrying capacity. Until such a carrying capacity is 
established, no population contro! methods should be implemented. Studying the 
impact of herd size and movement on other species, especially predators and 
scavengers will preserve the delicate balance in the Yellowstone ecosystem 


With the vaccination of cattle, the problem of the disease brucellosis in the state of 
Montana will be addressed, retain Montana's brucellosis free status, and bison wil! 
remain an essential component of the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem without livestock 
management. Let the bison roam! 


We appreciate and thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the State of Montana 
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and Yellowstone National Park. Please keep us informed of further developments in 
bison management planning. 


Sincerely yours, _ 
ore Apchs — Bier“ Drsshe Meagher 
Spahr Steve Jones 


Drusha Mayhue 

“Ray Whew Reh Rete Lbsahe Cnpdey 
Doug Nilson Ralph Maughan Vaughan Cipperiy 
The Yellowstone Ecosystem Task Force 

Wewnade 

Sherm Janke 

Chairperson 

Montana of the Sierra Club 
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November 2, 1998 
emailed and mailed this date 


Ms Sarah Brensom 

B son Management Plan, DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25247 
Denver, CO 8 3225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bra:som: 


Sinapu, a not-for-profit 501(c)(3) corporation, campaigns to return 
the gray wolf .o the Southern Rockies and to protect their ecosystems. 
Thank you fo: producing and allowing the public to comment on the 
Draft Environmental impact Statemem (DEIS) for the Interagency 
Bison Manag: ment Plan 


L_ The Interagency Bison Management Plan's Purpose and Need 
is to Promote the Welfare of the Livestock Industry. 


The Interajyency Bison Management Plan's conspires to offer 
nothing more than an apologia for the protection of livestock growers 
Aeteeny Coase in Montana. .\s stated im the DEIS, only about 2,019 cow-calf graze 
David Brower on the public ind private land west and north of Yellowstone National 
Park (YNP). Regardless, all of the alternatives in the DEIS favor the 
continued grazing of cattle at the expense of the free-ranging bison 
herd This is sspecially egregious since public lands surround YNP 
, These lands, : nd the wildlife on them, belong to the American people 
— and should be managed for the greater good and not for a small 
minority Sina pu views the proposed alternatives as profoundly 
suuneran harmful to spvcies and ecosystems. Rather than 
| biodiversity, the DEIS attempts to placate a handful of ranchers. 
— Thus, the issue of brucellosis transmission from bison to domestic 
cattle represe its a smoke screen. The actual mission of the DEIS: to 
oe continue subsidized livestock grazing on public lands and provide 
ranchers with a risk-free business from all threats, whether real or 
— — 


The DEIS itself states that 96% of all new jobs in the Greater 
Yellowstone Area, between 1969 and 1989, came from aon-extractive 
sectors (othe: than agriculture, timber and mining). Additionally, only 
5 and 10% of employment in Gallatin and Park counties, respectively, 
are tied to ag ‘culture, timber and mining. The DEIS also notes that 
the area econ smy relies heavily on recreation and tourism. Thus, the 


Sinapu named after the Ure wore for wolves, is dedicated to recovery of the gray wolf in Colorado. 
10-010 ) of she wile habitat in which all soecies Fourish 
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imordinate emphasis that the DIK[S places upon the livestock industry is unfounded The 
Yellowstone bison herd represents a greater value to the community if left in a more 
natural state in the Park itself and the surrounding public lands Furthermore, activities 
like eco-1ounsm generate income and sustain the enviroament 


Only when the real purpose of the YNP bison program is explicitly identified can 
the program be meaningfully anuityzed under the Natonal Kevironmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) The various alternativ ss discussed in the DELS hinge on the Interagency Bison 
Managemem team's (hereinafte: “Team”) skewed sense of “purpose” and “need” Even 
when viewed as a subsidy to the livestock industry, the proposed alternatives and the 
proposed actions appear extrem ty ineffective. 


If the purpose of the Plas: is to subsidize the livestock industry, the DEIS sho: 'd 
discuss whether the livestock iniustry in Montana ggedg such a subsidy How many of 
these ranchers are large corpormions or wealthy people dabbling in livestock production? 
The Team should consider that the public lands livestock industry already receives a 
substantial subsidy from the federal government in the form of below market price grazing 
fees as well as other direct and indirect subsidies Moreover, courts have found that when 
ranchers graze on public lands, t vey graze at their own risk 


The BLM and USFS ow: no duty to warn lessees of public lands of 
potential dangers upon siid lands. _the allottee accepts the risk that many 
dangers may be found on a grazing permit The federal government factors 
in these risks when it arrives at a cost for the leases. 

Cattle Company, Inc. v. |J.S,, 796 F.Supp. 477 (D WY 1992) 


The Team should consider whether these subsidies are responsible for sagnificant 
impacts to public lands from gra:ing The public has the right to ask should livestock 
graze on public lands? Would it be cheaper for the government to pay ranchers not to 
graze altogether” Should livestock owners take full responsibility for their livestock” Are 
excessive subsidies a benefit to the public? 


Additionally, the Team st ould consider whether there is some threshold level of 
livestock loss that should be acce pted by livestock operators. Given that public lands are 
administered by the federal government under the “multiple use” philosophy, the Team 
should not attempt to provide a "brucellosis free” environment for the livestock industry. 
The agency, like the federal cours, should consider whether livestock operators should 
graze at some level of risk and thereby conserve multiple use values that benefit the 
eT ee een SED 


Federal agencies are firs ond foremost charged with serving the public interest 
All activities and procedures mus! be revised to solicit and in orporate the views of many 
different imerest groups, not just the livestock industry Accountability, based on 
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balanced representation of the pulilic is required by the Federal Advisory Commitee Act 
(FACA). 


IL. The Altersatives Offered ar: Inadequate. A No-Grazing Alternative Should Be 
Considered. 


The consideration 0: a range of alternatives is “the heart of the environmental 
impact statement.” 40 C.F.R § 1502.14. It is “absohstely essential to the NEPA process 
that the decisionmaker be provided with a detailed and careful analysis of the relative 
avironmental merits and demerit: of the proposed action and possible alternatives, a 
requirement that we have characturized as ‘the linchpm of the entire mpact statement ™ 
NRDC vy. Callaway, 524 F.2d 79, 92 (2d. Cir. 1975). "The existence of a viable but 
unexamined alternative renders ar environmental impact statement inadequate * 
Resources Limited v. Robertson, 35 F.3d 1300, 1307 (9th Cir. 1993) (quoting Idaho 
Conservation League v. Mumma, 956 F.2d 1508, 1519 (9th Cir. 1992) 


The DEIS is inadequate pursuant to NEPA because it fails to offer a full range of 
alternatives. Specifically, it does sot propose a no-grazing alternative. Economically and 
biologically such an alternative mikes the most sense. intense management of bison 
populations, as offered in the vari ous alternatives, can be viewed as just another subsidy to 
the livestock industry. The costs of capturing, vaccinating and/or slaughtering bison 
simply to reduce the likelihood of brucellosis transmission to domestic cattle remain out of 
proportion to the relatively small smount of public lands grazing around the park. 


Second, there has never b»en a proven case of brucellosis transmitted from bison 
to cattle in *h= However, despite the lack of any scientific support of transmission 
the brucellosis issue has repeatedly been used as justification for the mass murder of bison 
and often on public land The fear of domestic cattle herds being infected on public lands 
can be eliminated simply by prohi siting cattle grazing on the twelve public grazing 
allotments adjacent to the north aad west borders of YNP. 


Third, as the native species, bison should be given preference and allowed free 
access to the public lands surrounding YNP. Moreover, those public lands (and private 
lands, if they become available) mar the Park, that provides winter rangeland for bison, 
should be added to YNP. 


In addition to ending grazing on these various public allotments, it should be 
responsibility of anyone renching on private land adjacent YNP to vaccinate their own 
herd or change their operation to reduce risk (i.¢.. from cow-calf to steer or spayed heifer 
operation). 


in sum, grazing of livestock on public lands is a privilege and should be done only 
if it is ecologically sound, if it does not disturb, harass, or murder the native creatures to 
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make ii possible Bison's winter rangeland should be added to Yellowstone | /ational 
Park. 


ITIL Restrict the Use of Saowmbiles. 


Snowmobiles must be elix inated from YNP Besides thelr considerable impaci on 
Other wildlife, air quality and part solitude, the presence af snowmobile traffic in YNP 
facilitates the unnatural movement of bison during the winter The bisons’ unusual winter 
migration is facilitated by the grooming of trails for snowmobiles’ use by the National 
Park Service (NPS). However, elimination of trail grooming alone would not remedy the 
situation Due to the heavy snowmobile traffic in some areas of the park, trails become 
packed and further promote bisor movement Thus, only the complete restnction of 
snowmobiles from YNP can achive the demred result of keeping bison within the park 
boundaries and allowing them to cist in much more natural conditions 


TV. NPS or the Montana Department of Livestock Has Ne Authority to Eradicate 
Wiidiife. Wildlife Are Held in the Public Trust. Ranchers Should be Charged 
with Vaccinating thelr Herds for Brucellosis. 


The ownership of wildlife under common law is « long established tradition in 
England and the United States. Wild animals, in the proprietary sense, are owned by no 
one, not even the state. Clajon Production Corp, v. Peter, 854 F Supp 843, U.S. v. 
Lang Cove Seafood. Inc., 582 F.1d 159. Wildlife is held in trust for the public. "The 
American common taw rule is thai the sovereign owns fish and game in trust for its 
citizens " Mille Lacs Band of Chinpewas Indians vy. Minnesota, 861 F Supp 784 The 
U.S. Supreme Court has held that states hold wildlife in trust for its citizens for 
conservation and protection. Hughes vy. Oklahoma, 441 U.S. 322 (1979). 


Moreover, in a case involving a Wyoming rancher whose herd was infected with 
brucellosis, the court found that the United States Forest Service and the Bureau of Land 
Management had neither the duty :o warn the rancher of potential dangers to his livestock, 
inchuding threats of brucellosis, nor the responsibility of the well-being of the rancher's 
cattle in Parker Land am 


(Cattle Company, Inc. v. United States of America. 
F Supp. 477. The court found tha: the "Wyoming Game and Fish Department [had] 
primary responsibility for managin,; wildlife. “ jg at 480. More importantly, the court 
found that APHIS and its Uniform Methods and Rules of Brucellosis Eradication (UM?) 
program had the duty to cooperat« with states in managing the disease But the court 
specifically found 


The UMR was intended to apply only to domestic livestock and cannot be 
extended to cover wildlife. If the UMR was intended to pertain to wildlife 
then Wyoming could not hive achieved free status (as a brucellosis free 
state] as the wildlife im the ‘Jreater Yellowstone Foosystem are heavily 
infected. The regulations contained in Title 9 of the Code of Federal 
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Regulations also do not appty to wildlife as t would not be physically 
possible to regulate wildli’e in acoordance with these directives. .. at 486. 


Courts have, for over a century, established that the control and ownership of wild 
animals is explicitly held in trust for the public by the states Our Supreme Court has 
found that wildlife is to be protec: ed by the sovereign for protection and conservation. 
Both courts and statutes have est.iblished that where APHIS is involved in administering 
disease eradication programs, it has n0 jurisdiction over wildlife Likewise, the Montana 
Livestock Department is precluded from the same authority Therefore, when 
governmental agencies eradicate wildlife, it is in violation of the law. When ranchers 
graze on public lands, they must expect that risks are part of conducting business. 


V. Bison are Native Fauna so Livestock and Should Be Managed by Biologists 
and not Agriculturists. 


Officials from a state livesiock agency should not be managing wildlife Like deer, 
olk, prairie dogs, badgers, tiger salamanders and hawks, bison should be managed by the 
same biologists and wildlife profeisionals that manage Yellowstone and the surrounding 
public lands 


Obviously, livestock officials concern themselves with the promotion and 
protection of livestock, to the exclusion of wildlife and the environment The use of 
vecoination and quarantine practk es provide some examples of theis attempt to manage 
the bison herd like livestock. Moreover, vaccination and quarantine procedures offer 
prohibitive costly and ineffective iaanagememt methods Bison, like many native 
ungulates, carry brucellosis Blk ind other potential vectors would warrant a single- 
species’ vaccination program usebss. At the same time, it must be recognized that 
wildlife vaccination programs are impractical. Obviously, the removal of cattle from 
public grazing allotments, vaccination of livestock on nearby private lands, and the 
management of bison as native fina represents the most sensible course. 


VL = Maintain the Natural Evolution of the Yellowstone Bison Herd. 


Gunning down a group of wandering bison is not s natural selection event. In fact, 
animals that are industrious enough to seek forage outside of their usual range in lean 
times may actually prove more evolutionarily fit The culling of these herds by a state 
livestock agency, just for crossing an artificially constructed line meddles with the species’ 
natural course of adaptation and their subsequent evolution. 


Management of the Yellov/stone bison herd should include strategies that mimic 
historic migrations and other natural behaviors. Management should minimize impacts 
that threaten the viability and fitness of the population, both those current and those that 
are reasonably foreseeable As wi h any species that has been dramatically reduced in 
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numbers, bison aust be managed v sing sound conservation biology pruwiples, by irained 
biologusts and wildlife personnel 


VIL. Adjacent Lands, Eapeciaily the Traditional Winter Range for Bison, Should 
Be Added to the Park. 


The natural bison migration into winter rangeland should merit « discussion of 
inclusion of that land into Yellows\one National Park The cost of including increased 
park land would fa: outweigh continued wildlife vaccination programs and subsidized 
grazing on public lands 


Protected corridors must be established and easements purchased where necessary 
and possible. However, as addresied above, unnatural travel corridors such as groomed 
snowmobile trails should be eliminated 


Furthermore, public land grazing allotments need to be modified to give preference 
to bison movement and all of the naturally occurring wildlife. Once cattle have been 
removed from areas where bison sre found, then the one main argument for the continued 


bison slaughter negates this activity 
VIEL Connected Actions mast be Analyzed. 


NEPA requires that a detailed environmental impact statement be written for each 
proposed action and that “cumula ive actions” be considered together in one impact 
staternent and not subdivided into smaller environmental analyses. Under the Council on 
Environmental Quality rogulation:. implementing NEPA, related proposals also must be 
conridered for decision inn a single EIS when they are “connected actions" or 
"“curulative actions.” 40 C.F.R. ¢, 1508.25(a); see also Save the Yaak vy. Block, 840 F 2d 
714, 719-21 (9th Cir. 1988). 


For purposes of requiring consolidated treatment in a single environmental analysis 
under NEPA, proposals are considered “connected actions” if they. 


(i) Au’ omatically trigger other actions which may require 
environmental impact statements, 
(ii) Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken 
previously or simultaneousty , 
(iii) Arv interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on 
the larger action for their justification. 
40 CFR § 1508.25. 


+ ere 


Without a single document, threatened 
eee — a impacts to sensitive, or endangered 


What are the cumulative iapacts to threatened or endangered species (including 
the black-tailed praine dogs, a new proposed candidate for listing)? For instance, the 
DELS states that all alternatives could disturb or displace recently reintroduced gray 
woly 2s However, the cumulative effects of continuing current grazing programs and the 
possible reduction of bison, whict constitute a portion of wolves’ food, are not examined 


NEPA requires that agencies undertake a complete cumulative impacts analysis 
when preparing an environmental assessment. "The EIS is, by its very nature, a 
cumulative impacts document." F sources Limited. Inc. v. Robertson, 35 F 3d 1300, 
1305 (9th Cir. 1994). See also City of Tenakee Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308, 1312 
(9th Cir. 1990); NRDC y. Calley ay, 524 F.2d 79, 87-88 (2nd Cir. 1975). NEPA 
regulations define “curnulative im act” as: 


The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact 
of the action when added © other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions regardless « f what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or 
person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from 
ne emne 


40 CFR §1508.7 


The Team's faihure to review the cumulative impacts from other activities in the 
local area is a breach of its duties under NEPA The lack of a cumulative impacts analysis 
is by itself grounds for invalidatin ; an agency's NEPA decision. In Alpine Lakes 

Service, 838 F. Supp. 478, 484 (W.D. Wash. 1993), the 
federal court stated: 


The NEPA process is inte ded to help public officials make decisions that 
are based on an understan ding of environmental consequences, and to take 
actions that protect, resto:e, and enhance the environment. 40 CFR 

1500. 1(c). See also 42 U.3.C. 4332(2)E)(federal agencies shall study, 
develop, and describe app vopriate alternatives to recommended course of 
action in any proposal wh ch involves unresolved conflicts 
alternative uses of availabe resources). The failure to even consider 
whether there is a potenti: for cumulative impact on any aspect of the 
environment . as a result of these projects cannot be characterized as a 
“truly informed exercise of discretion’, nor can it be said to amount to the 
requisite “hard look’ at the environmental consequences of granting the 
permits in question. See Marah v. Oregon Natural Resources Council, 490 
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U.S. 360, 377 (1989). It is this failure to even consider whether there is a 
potential for any cumulative impact as a result of the connected and 
cumulative acuons that makes the [agency's} decision arbitrary and 
capricious See Seattle Aidubon Society v. Mosely, 798 F Supp. 1473, 
1483 (W.D. Wash. 1992) ‘the failure to consider a relevant factor is in itself 
arbitrary and capricious) 


LX. The DEIS Fails to Adequately Disclose the Potential Laviroamental Impacts of 
the Bison Management Piss. The Integrity of the Science Used ia the DEIS b 
Suspect. 


NEPA requires that for ¢ ery major federal action significantly affecting the quality 
of the human environment, the appropriate federal agency must prepare a detailed 
statement on the environmental i npacts of the proposed action and any adverse 
environmental effects which can: ci be avoided. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2(CXi) & (ii), An BIS 
prepared pursuant to NEPA must include all relevant information af the time the agency 
makes a cecommendation on a p:oposal for federal action Kleppe y. Sierra Chub, 427 
U.S. 390, 405-406 (1976). Suct information is largely useless if prepared after the fact 
A central purpose of NEPA is to force the consideration of environmental impacts in the 
decision making process That purpose requires thet the NEPA process be integrated with 
agency planning “at the earliest ; ossible time.” 40 C.F.R. § 1501.2. The regulations also 
require that: “NEPA procedures must ensure that environmental information is available to 
public officials and citizens befor ¢ decisions are made and before actions are taken.” 40 
C.F.R. § 1500. 1(>Xemphasis adcied). An EIS “shall be prepared early enough so that it 
can serve practically as an impor ‘ant contribution to the decision-making process and will 
not be used to rationalize or just fy decisions already made." 40 C.F R. § 1502.2. 


Despite the fact that courts have found that the responsibility of preparing a 
thorough and scientifically complete document is the burden of the agency prepa ing the 
document, (See County of Suffolk v. Secretary of Interior, $62 F.2d 1368, 1385 (2d Cir 
1977) (primary and nondelegabl:: responsibility for providing adequate EIS analysis lies 
with agency) cert. denied, 434 LS. 1064 (1978); 40 C.F.R. § 1502.24 (agencies must 
ensure scientific integrity of EIS analysis), the Team failed its duty. 


The DEIS’s misplaced purpose requires management of bison for the protection of 
domestic livestock. A contrived brucellosis infestation provides the rhetoric that supplies 
this trumped-up hysteria) The DEIS acknowledges that poor science prevails, 
“disagreements (among scientist ;) and a paucity of information on brucellosis in bison 
make it impossible to quantify tte risk of B. abortus transmission from bison.” Yet, the 
whole purpose of the DEIS is to placate nearby ranchers and Montana Department of 
Livestock, and put the Yellowstone bison herd at considerable risk 


CEQ regulations place specific requirements on federal agencies when an 
environmental analysis is based «on incomplete or unavailable information 
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When an agency is evaluating reasonably foresoeable significant adverse effects on 
the human environment or an environmental impact statement and there is 
incomplete or unavailable information, the agency shall always make clear that 
such information is lacking. 


(a) ‘If the incomplete information relevant to reasonably foreseeable 
significant adverse impacis is essential (o a reasoned choice among 
alternatives and the overall cost of obtaining it are wot exorbitant, the ageacy 
shail include the information ia the enviroamental impact statement. 


(b) If the information relevant to reasonably foreseeable significant adverse 
impacts cannot be obtained because the overall cost of obtaining it are exorbitant 
or the means to obtain it are not known, the agency shall include within the 
environmental impacts statement. 


(1) A statement that such information is incomplete or unavailable; (2) a 
statement of the foreseeable significant adverse impacts on the human 
environment, (3) a summary of existing credible scientific evidence which is 
relevant to evaluating the reasonably foreseeable significant adverse impacts n the 
human environment, and (4) the agency's evaluation of such impacts based upon 
theoretical approaches or research methods generally accepted in the scientific 
community 


40 CFR § 1802.22. 


Thus, 40 C.F.R. § 1502.22 imposes three mandatory obligations on ADC in the 
face of scientific uncertainty: (1) a duty to disclose the scientific uncertainty, (2) a duty to 
complete independent research and gather information if no adequate information exists 
(uniess the costs are exorbitant or the means of obtaining the information are not known), 
and (3) a duty to evaluate the potential, reasonably foreseeable impacts in the absence of 
relevant information, using a four-step process. 


X. Sensitive, Threatened and Endangered Species Were Net Adequately Anatyzed. 


Neither biack-tailed prairie dog nor the black-footed ferret have been addressed in 
the DEIS. Recently petitioned for listing under the Endangered Species Act, black -tailed 
prairie dogs evolved with the bison in a classic symbiotic relationship Research shows 
that bison prefer feeding on prairie dog towns, if they have a choice and prairie dogs 
prefer ground that is disturbed by bison. In addition, since prairie dogs occur in YNP, the 
possibility of restoring the Federally listed black-footed ferret exists Again, the discussion 
on the impacts to gray wolves, cartis hupus, merits little authoritative discourse and the 
mitigation measures are inadequate. Thus, the DEIS needs to address these additional 
species and the impact upon them as a result of any bison management pian 
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XL Hunting Should Not Be a Management Option for Bison. 


Recent gruesome footage of the bison slaughter of 1996-97, shocked the nation 
and the world and poignantly illustrates that hunting of bison represents an unsportsman- 
like activity Further, humers argue that it lacks the element of fair chase. Many of the 
Yellowstone bison have become accustomed to people and show little, if any fear The 
herd should be unmolested throughout its range in the Park or on adjoining public and 
private land. 


Conclusion 


With the proposed alternatives in the Bison Management Plan, bison can never 
hope to recover to their former splendor Not only are their numbers and evolutionary 
capabilities harmed, domestication poses further dangers. Most importantly, a new 
paradigm must replace the minimal alternatives offered in the Plan Ranchers should not 
control wildlife, which are held in trust for the public. 


Bison aud livestock management should not be conflated. The integrity of our last 
few remaining wild herds should be conserved above all else. The public wants and 
deserves a more enlightened future than what present decision-makers offer These 
decision-makers and the Interagency Management Plan offer a century-old model. This 
Plan harkens back to a period when white settlers shot these magnificent animals from 
trains, for blood sport and to facilitate the Native-American eradication campaigns. 


Instead, we have the responsibility to insure that the bison continue in as natural a 


setting and evolutionary course as possible, as a legacy for our generations to come, for 
the bison and for the Greater Yellowstone ecosystem. 


We Remain Hopeful For All Things Wild, 


Ken Keefover-Ring. 
Board of Directors, Sinapu 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Ina, EB on September !, 1998 


Comment No. 14928 
Ken Keefover-Ring 
Stmape 


Hello. My name is Ken Keefover-Ring. I'm a voluntocr board member of Sinapu, and these 
comments are on behalf of our thousand-plus members. 


Long before this hote! was built or even here, buffalo roamed on 
the plains where we now stand. But, as everyone knows, as the frontier moved west, the buffalo 
were brought almost to extinction. And sure, these days the overall number of bison are 
increasing, but many of these animals are simply raised as livestock for profit, and there is only a 
smal) number of bison that are free roaming; and, of course, the Yellowstone bison are one such 
population of actual bison, at least in the park boundaries, and this rarity of this frec 
herd makes them all the more vajuable to be protected. And hopefully this current trend of 
turning the buffalo into just another cow will end. For this reason, the Yellowstone bison should 
be protected and cherished. 


The scenes of the bison shooting last winter brought back the grim, old, black-and-white photos 
of the original bison mass slaughter. The killing of them one by one as the others stood by 
waiting their turn was disgusting. 


The reason they say for this, the main reason, was the transmission of brucellosis. First of all, 
there has never been a proven case of this disease transmitted from bison to cattle, not one 
documented case. However, despite any lack of scientific support, the brucellosis issue has been 
Tepeatedly used as the justi‘ication for this mass murder of bison, and often on our public lands. 
And even if there is this fear of this transmission of brucellosis to domestic herds, the cattle 
should be removed and preference given to the native species, the bison. As written, the Draft 
EIS will not reconcile the bison brucellosis issue in the bison's favor. 


Next, why are officials from a state livestock agency managing the species that's part of the 
native fauna? Bison, like deer, elk, prairie dogs and other native species, are the original 
occupants of Yellowstone and should be managed by the same scientists and wildlife 
professionals that manage the rest of Yellowstone and the surrounding srea's fauna, not a state 
wildlife agency. Obviously, a livestock official has the livestock industry's concerns in mind, 
and not the workings of the Yellowstone ecosystem. 


This is especially gricvous when these animals are killed on our public lands outside the park. 
Grazing livestock on public lands is a privilege and should be done only if it's ecologically 
sound, including not disturbing or murdering the native creatures to make it possible. 


Gunning down a group of wandering bison is not what | would call a natural selection event. We 
are ruining the evolution of the bison by this mismanagement. In fact, animals that are 

industrious enough to seek forage outside of their usual range in lean times may actually be more 
evolutionarily fit. Just as raising bison for another table meat, the culling of these herds by a state 
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livestock agency just for crossing a line is meddling with the species’ natural course of adaptation 
and their subsequent cvolution. 


Of course, due to the change in the historical land use of the Yellowstone area, these herds must 
be managed, but this management must be done so as to minimize the effects upon the future 
viability and fitness of the population. And as with any species that's been dramatically reduced 
in numbers, the bison must be managed using sound conservation and biology principles by 
trained biologists and wildlife personnel. 


Finally, the natural tendency of bison migration must be a priority on public land adjacent to the 
park. Protected corridors and established conservation easements need to be purchased where 
necessary and possible. Furthermore, public land grazing allotments must be modified to give 
bison movement and all the naturally occurring wildlife precedence above cattle. Once cattle 
have been removed from the areas where bison are found, the one main argument for killing 
them, brucellosis transmission, is also removed. 


Within the foreseeable future, bison will never recover to their former splendor, and hopefully 
the disturbing trend toward their domestication will end. But we are obliged to protect and 
conserve the few remaining herds. Hopefully we are more enlightened today than the settlers 
who shot these animals from trains for the sport of it. We have the responsibility to ensure that 


bison continue in an intact habitat, in as natural as possible an evolutionary course. This will be a 


legacy for generations to come, for the bison and for the greater Yellowstone ecosystem itself. 


Thank you. 
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Skyline Sportsmen’s Association, Inc. 


Dear Sarah, 


In @ Study of the draft EIS on bison management by our 21 member board, we have 

concluded that alternatives #3 and #7 are preferred. We feel the brucellosis issue is 
grossly over-emphasized and can be controlled with a managed number of bison and 
some vaccination practices. 


The primary cause of the entire buffalo problem is lack of range management. This 
feature 's barely addressed in the EIS and it has been complete frustration to us for the 
last several years to note that park biologists have not explained that the deficiency of 
forage is the main cause of bison migration out of the park. This feature is also a 
reason for reducing and maintaining fewer numbers. 


Several of our group, as photographers or interested hunters, are extremely concemed 
for ali types of animais. We have observed the park closely for the past 40 years. 
Caused primarily by elk but also by bison, we have noted the deterioration of range 
conditions to its current deplorable condition. Grass eaten to the rocks, skylined 
Conifers, destroyed aspen and cottorwood groves and irridicated willow areas are 


We fully understand the park management theory of let-nature-take-its-course plan. 
The concept is fautted by recognizing a condition of aree restriction and an imbalance 
of predators (primarily human}. Wolves will not get the job done either [another entire 
issue too lengthy to discuss here}. The main problem with the theory is that range 
Conditions must at sometime become destroyed before large numbers of ungulates 
starve (which is undesirable} and it takes years to restore the habitat 


Other than not addressing habitat, the plan is on the right track by acknowledging the 
need for reduced bison numbers and by possibly using vaccine. The problem, however, 
will never be entrely resolved until the elk situation is remedied. 


It is amusing to note the EIS stil makes reference to the possibility of “hazing” bison 
back into the park. Please suggest to the “animal rightist” people that they should try 
chasing a hungry cow from a haystack to a snow drift and see if she'll stay there. We 
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also suggest sending some of the management team to the Bison Range at Moise, 
ee ay deneaten They do a superb job of range management and 
animal control. 


pat Ay 


Vince Fischer, President 


a 


‘SRM | SOCIETY FOR RANGE MANAGEMENT 


—— SRS 


September 1, 1998 a 


Bison Management Pian EIS Team 
National Park Service Attn: Sarah Bransom 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Bison Management Plan EIS Team 


Enclosed is a b.ief statement from the Society for Range Management regarding the 
Draft EIS on Bison Management in Yellowstone and the State of Montana. 
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SRM Testimony - Yellowstone NP Bison KIS 


Good afternoon. My name is Craig Whittekiend, | am Executive Vice President of the 
Society for Range Management, a 4000 member organization dedicated to managing and 
conserving the world's rangeland resources. 


It @ SRM's belief that this bison EIS addresses an important symptom of a problem in 
Yellowstone National Park. SRDS Se ep ED Sane, Cenp Saees 
with brucellosis, are leaving the park in search of forage. Tho problem in our opinion, is 
the lack of a range management approach to balance herd numbers with 
available habitat and forage resources. We that the current asturai 
strategy has resulted in « significam decline in the ecological condition of the park, and in 
some instances, has subjected the bison herds to unnecessary stress We also believe that 
SR SS SS ae 
continue 


in contrast to this policy, we believe there are proven, more ecologically sound 
management strategies for managing the Parks bison and other wildlife Specifically, we 
be'ieve animal numbers must be managed in some manner to limit forage demand to the 
carrying capacity of the habitat. Also, this management should be directed toward 

ac vieving desired conditions for the rangeland ecosystem We also believe this same 
approach should used in managing any additional rangelands acquired in the future 


Congress has provided for s National Academy of Science review of the science 

undertying wildlife management policies in Yellowstone National Park We believe the 

best long-term solution is to develop science based management strategies that insure 

yaiance between forage demand and forage availability We strongly support the 

National Academy of Sciences project to address this issue in an open, fair, and 
manner, and urge others to support this effort 

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 


YELL-9668 
SOUTH CAROLINA WILDLIFE FEDERATION 


October 20, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Tea n 
National Park Service 

Sarah Bransum DSC-RP 

PO Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Ms. Bransom. 


The South Carolina Wildlife Federation would like t comment on the draft 
Environmental Impact Statemen’ (EIS) for the interagency Bison Management Plan for 
the State of Montana and Yello'vstone Netional Park. We are concerned that the Park 
Service's draft Environmental Inypact Statement fails short on many items. We believe 
that the EIS needs to be reworke ! and that common sense and sound scientific principles 
must be used. 


None of the alternatives presentd in the draft EIS resolves the Brucellosis (Brucellosis 
abortus) issue. In fact, implementation of the preferred alternative ensures the ongoing 
slaughter of bison in Montana This is unacceptable! Sound management strategies 
could resolve the conflict between livestock producers and wildlife in Montana. 


As you know, a reservoir of Biucellosis remains in free-ranging elk and bison of the 
greater Yellowstone area and there will continue to be an ongoing risk of accidental 
transmission to cattle. However, as you also know, there has never been a documented 
case of Brucellosis transmission between wild bison and range cattle. We believe this to 
be an important fact to be consid :red. 


The Intertribal Bison Cooperative/National Wildlife Federation's Seven Point Plan takes 
a rational, scientific approach (> resolving the conflict. We support this plan, which 
features several important points lacking in the preferred alternative. 


WorKING For CONSERVATION In SOUTH CAROLINA 
An affiliate of the National Wildlife Federauion 
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We also onals be managing the bison and resolving the on 

issues and problems. Comment No. 14855 
Dae Dart 

The bison are a national treasure and belong w the public Rational, objective decisions Soathoast Montane Sportsman's \sseciation 

anced to be made in order thai future generations can expertence this unique animal 
T'm here today on behalf of the Southeast Montana Sportaman's Association And as thei 

Thank you for the opportunity to orovide comments on this very important document promdent, they have asked me to cone and offer our comments as per Cur membership of our 
organization 


Sincerely yours, We first want to begin by saying (hy | we want wild and free-roaming bison in the Yellowstone 
ecosystem. We oppose the preferred alternative recommended by the State of Montana and the 


4) y , . federal government. We endorse The Citizens’ Plan to address bison management. 
Gagele Orne 


\s was previously stated, we want (> maintain wild and free-roaming bison in Yellowstone 
Executive Director National Park. We support the creat on of a special management arca outside the park, where 
bison can use public lands as their winter range. Bison then, once they are on those public lands, 
should be managed by wildlife profi:ssionals. 


We recommend that when bison corae in contact or on those public grounds that are being 
utilized by a lessee for grazing, that the cattle that utilize those grounds should be vaccinated for 
bruceliosia. There are probably n0 ¢ wy answers as to who is going to pay for that. You know, 
when you look at the cost of per hur dredweight of what « cow is getting on the market nght now 
it's pretty darn tough to make a living out there running cows. We understand thai, and we 
understand the livestock mdustry as a very viable and important industry here in the state of 
Montana and the state of Wyoming, as well. However, | would think that the State of Montana 
and the livestock people could find some monies to be able to offset some costs to protect their 
interests in this brucellosis issue. 


We further endorse a flexible public land lessee grazing schedule on public Lands to 
accommodate those bison migrating back into Yellowstone Park in the spring, as is dictated by 
weather. 


| 

A regulated, fair-chase hunting oppc ctunity per a lottery drawing for resident and nonresident 

| hunters should be allowed when the carrying capacity of the rangeland in the Y ellowstone 
ecosystem reaches a predetermined umber of bison. Once again, in talking about wildlife 
professionals, we believe the Monta 1a Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks should regulate 

| that hunting opportunity. 


Jurisdiction of bison, when they enter public lands outside of Yellowstone Nationa! Park, should 
be placed in the hands of the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Park, as bison are wild 
| game animals. It is our contention that the Montana Department of Livestock should not be the 
agency charged with management o wild animals. 


SH 
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The preferred alternative, as it currently exists, does nothing more than to terrorize (hose animals 
when you're taking a froo-ranging an mal, you're rounding them up, and you're putting them into 
stock trailers and taking them off to : laughter. It is our contention once again that a fair-chase 
bunt is a more humane way in which to cull excessive bison numbers. 


We recommend the acquisition of key winter rangelands or easements through public purchase 
fiom willing sellers. Incentives to modify livestock options to provide winter forage 
opportunites for bison outside Yelk wstone National Park should be investigated. 


It seems hke this buffalo issue is fine lly coming full circle. I've worked on this when | was with 
Safari Club International, quite exter sively with Ron Martin, for a great many of years. And it 
looks like now we're finally going to get some solid answors out of this whole thing As a 
sportsman's edvocate and representir g a group that is a strong advocate of the livestock industry, 
it is our contenbon that we can find :ome equal ground on this. We can protect our cattle 
industry but, at the same time, initiat: a viable hunting opportunity. Thank you. 


Oral at the Holi day Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Conver, [i 
August 25, 1998 


Comment No. 14861 
Rich Hermingbaus 
Southeastern Moniana Sportsmas 's Association 


My name is Rich Herminghaus, and I'm with a group called the Southeastern Montana 
Sportsman's Association. And the fist comment | would like to make is that | do oppose the 
proposed alternative recommended |ry the State of Montana and the federal government. | would 
like to see the management of bison transferred from the Department of Livestock to the 
Montana Fish and Game under the spint of compromise. | beheve the Montana livestock 
industry has spent a lot of time and :: lot of money to earn our brucellosis-free status. And | think 
we have to respect those efforts and try to maintain that status. 


| also think that the problem of bruc sllosis in the park buffalo is very real and needs to be 
addressed. | mean, | am not a wildli © biologist, and | would leave it up to them. But | do think 
we need to address the source of brucellosis in the park herd. However, | do think tht there 
should be some compromise along | xe park borders and allow these buffalo to come out in the 
wintertime and graze the winter ranj;e; and in the springtime, to avoid contact, move the buffalo 
back into the park. 


I think that there also neods to be so ne hard scientific data based on research to find out if there's 
transmission between bisou and cattle, when does it occur, and apply this rule to some of our 
management practices. 


| also would like to see eventually a population, a safe population number for bison determined. 
And if the grazing that occurs on the: winter range by elk and bison is going to be detrimental to 
the range condition, then | would libe to see the regulated harvest by the public enacted to take 
care of surplus numbers. Thank you 
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Bili Bickle 

Southeastern Livestock Associatios 

= by cane Bi Ritts, Sn cence beeen cmeabe of te Montana 
Stockgrowers and secretary of the Scutheastern Liv 


It's difficult to improve or expand upon Beth Almond’s comments made earticr in this seasion, %) 
I'll just summarize some of the basic points. 


It is unfortunate that the Draft Envirc nmental Statement does not presen solutions to the basic 
issue. And the basic issue is that ther: are too many bison in \’ellowstone Park relative to the 
resources that are available in the pak. The statement and particularly the agency-preferred 
solution does not work towards a commitment to eliminate brucellosis in the park or manage the 
park bison within the sustainable carrying capecity of the park; rather, the Park Service's 
preferred solution is to export the park's problems into the sta‘e of Montana. 


The Park Service, | believe, based up 2 science, should determine what the overall carrying 
capacity of the park is and manage thoir resources within those limitations. 


Secondly, | think it is very important that the Park Service work towards the elimination of 
brucellos’s within its population that hey are responsible for. This is a process which should be 
conducted wholly within the park's borders. 


In conclusion, let me say that this is an issue of importance to the cattle industry throughout the 
state of Montana, not only to those ra iches or those cattle that happen to be adjacent to the park. 
The cattle industry in Montana is an export industry. We rely upon the reputation of our herd 
health to sell cattle outside of the stat) Actions taken by the federal government that threaten the 
reputation of herd health in the state of Montana and, in fact, threaten the brucellosis-free status 
of our cattle threaten the ability to sel cattle outside the state of Montana and, therefore, threaten 
the economic viability of the ranchin ; industry throughou: the state. Thank you. 
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™ ANIMAL CARE AND WELFARE, SPCA 


men ane women tor Kindness nercy anc .eme 
¢ HOURS TO 6:30 pm. DAILY 


EDWARD J BLOTZER, JA. 


Olwet Humane Society Pokoe Ofhoe: 
BISON MANAGEMENT PLAN 115 TRAN 
Mational Pask Svc, Demver Service Osnter 
P O Box 25207 
DenBer 00 80225-0287 
Gree tings: 001 Ooncexned / JUly § 1998 


After eight yeare of discord and discontent, the EPS and the 


There hae MEVER been « documented case of bisun transmitting 
Bruceila abortus, the ltecterium which causes brucellosis, 
to domestic livestock in the wild. 


Indeed the scientific «evidence demmnstretes that if 
Yellowetone bison pose any risk of transmission that risk 
ie eo extremely remote thet it does not justify the 
slaughter of these anisals. 


greasing om public lands outside the park, and requiring 
the wacoination of oati.le on private land. 


Unfortunately, rether han implement these sensible alter 


primcipal tools for controlling the bison population and 


4 Pubic Service 10 Peapte and Pets without any cost to lampayers. Dy Oh ieereaperts in he care ard weftare of anemia and tre protecting aneneis ror nagiertainme 
ry Crartered by the Comer natn of GEIR 1970 + 4 Non-Pro Sooty (SPCA) 
Sinee 1970, | am Entorcement * umane Education - 
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Dear Sir or Madame: 


We are contacting you regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the 


long term management of bison in Yellowstone National Park. Since 1985, more than 


3,000 Yellowstone bison have been shot and slaughtered by state and federal officials 


because of a fear that the disease brucellosis could be tranemitted to domee*ic 


livestock. However, there has never been a documented case of this transmission 
occuring. If any risk exists, it can be nearly eliminated through prohibiting | 
cattle grazing on public lands outside the park and by vaccinating cattle on 
private land. 
| 
| 
Public bunting, capture, and slaughter are unnecessarily cruel as agency tools. | 
Please work towards developing the most sensible, humane, and scientifically valid | 
plan for protecting our aation's bison at Yellowstone. | 
Respectfully, 


South Shore L.A.P/ 
S.P.C.A of Nassau County 


b6| 
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Dear NPS Bison Team: 


The following letter states my opposition to the EIS’ pian of hunting and slaughtering the 
Montana and Yellowstone bison. 


There are a number of reasons why these animals should be left alone: 


® Hunting Yellowstone bison is like tnunting parked cars. It is unethical, unsporting and 
unnecessary 

® There has never been a confirmed case of bison transmitting brucellosis to cattle under 
natural conditions. Even the chief ranger of Yellowstone Park, Dan Sholly, has stated that 


“the transmission of brucellosis from bison to cattle is more a perceived threat than a real 
on." 


® All bison should be protected, not hunted. 


Please do not allow the murder of Yellowstone and Montana bison. They have been 
persecuted long enough. Let them live im peace. Your comments are requested. 


ite SO 
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206. 162.84.11 


Tuesday, October 20, 1998 - 12:36:55 pm EST 
a lastname: W oodenlegs 

b firstname: Luke 

¢ organization: St. Labre 

comments: We strongly believe that the current management for Yellowstone Bison plan is 
inadequate. k does not address important issues. We feel that native tribes should have a voice 
in this matter. Not allowing other voices to be heard creates problems. 


YELL: 133% 


It is unfair that the ranchers are the only ones being heard. We, as members of the Northern 
Cheyenne and Crow Tribes, believe native tribes should be acknowledged. Native tribes have 
long had a relationship with bison. Bison and plains tribes have existed among each other for 
thousands of years. They mean much more than potential revenue, they are our heritage. We do 
not want them to end up living only 4s cattle, but free in the wild. 


Allowing tribes to manage bison on their own would be beneficial for both tribal and federal 
governments. Employment would be created on reservations for bison management. Jobs would 
include: fencing, feeding, etc. Tourism would help tribal economies and surrounding districts. 
The federal and state governments would save money while tribes take the cost. 


Listening only to the voices of ranchers is the root of the problem. Because of their fears, 
irrational actions were taken. The savings of not vaccinating cattle does not make up for killing 
1500 bison. 


YELL Ny 0% 
St. Labre Volunteers 


Bison Management Plan BIS Team 
National Park Service 

Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


As GEREEEEE residents who have visited Yellowstone Matéénal Park and who work 
with Wative American population, we beseech you to treat the Park's bufdalo 
herd as the cultural, environmental, and economic treasure it is. Our public 
lands should be managed to ensure the buffalos’ survival, The alleged threat 
of Brucellosis to cattle does not bear hasty consideration of the buffalo as 
livestock that can be slaughtered or quarantined in a severe, costly manner. 


The IMtertribal Bison Cooperative/National Wildlife Federation's Seven Point 
Plan presents sensible, scientific solutions to the buffalo issue, and addresses 
the major groups involved. The allowance of buffalo to range on public lands 
outside Yellowstone and the possibility of tribal governments or wildlife 
agencies taking responsibility for buffalo outside the park are two practical 
approaches that the ITBC7NWPF plan covers more humanely and specifically than 

the present draft EIS. We ask you to incorporate these important pointe in 
Montana's dealings with Park buffalo. 


IN Native American culture, specifically in Plains tribes, the buffalo repre- 
sents strength, endurance, and the sacred power to possess fortitude in the 
face of centazies of struggle. We want our tax dollars, and state policies, 
to reflect and respect the value of the free buffalo that resain. 


We appreciate your sincere gonsideration of our comments. 


Your truly, 


Wateli. £ Jerr. (208) 
i 2 
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YELL-8592 


Dear Ms Branson and the Bison Management Team, 

The American Habitat Club of Stuyvesant High School is concerned with the 
slaughtering of 1iis0n that range outside of Yellowstone National Park boundaries It 1s 
not only immoral, (also completely defeats the purpose of the park itself Moreover, the 
park boundanes are not evident to a bison, and they should not be expected to abide by 
our boundaries. In faci, the boundaries of the park should be altered to accomodate the 
mugration of the buffalo We cannot let the Bison population diminish away further, 
they are in the park for preservation. Educanon and research can prevent the irradication 
of our already scarce species. 

The park could possibly run tests to verify or refute the belief thai diseas can be 
passed from bison to cattle, ove reason bison are slaughtered off perk ground These 
anir.als should be protected by federal law, and if they're all killed off, we will have lost 
onc of the most important parts of the yellowstone ecosysiem 

Suncerely, 

The members of the Amencan Habitat Club. 


S/GNED by 4 STWELTS 


_ 784 7-48-97? 
| WANT TO — 


| wees wo proerct Nellewetowr Park + beafta be 
yp a 7 tating, of ballbe cha public lande 
the move to 

oussicie the park. inswead, | eadorse the Cizens’ Plan to Seve Yellowstone Ruflalo, 
which maintains « wild, free-roaming bufiaio herd amd prosects the tmierests of the 
leessock induswry. 2g 
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Bison Public EIS Comment 


| have started en animal protection oryanization for teens and we are Currently protesting against 
Dear EIS Team: buffalo staugttering| 


As the representative of our 60 member organization, | encourage you to adopt the 

Pund for Animals’ "Bison Alternative." It is a comprehensive, sensible and humane 
strategy t0 resolve the bison controversy, while protecting Yellowstone bison from 

being shot and sent to slaughterhouses. 


Since 1985, more than 3,000 Yellowstone bison have been shot or slaughtered by 
hunters and state and federal officials, including nearly 1,100 bison during the winter 
of 1996-97 alone. The reason buffalo are being targeted is the threat that they carry 
brucellosis and that they may transmit the disease w caitle.” In her book, "The Bison 
of Yellowstone National Park.” Margaret Mary Meagher wrote: 


“It is presumed that bison can tranamit brucellosis to cattle, because the causative 
organism is apparently the same in both species of bovids. Transmission tests have 
not been made to verify this..." 


In 1986, John Varley, Yellowstone Park Service's Chief of Research, said *[The 
transmission of brucetiosis in bison to cattle has} never been demonstrated in the wild, 
only under experimental conditions.“ 


Please stop the Yellowstone bison hunts. Their threat to cattle seems highly unlikely. 
Isn't it time you stopped protecting ranchers and started wo show compassion and 
respect for one of America's symbols of freedom? A reply is requested. 


Sincerely , 

From the National Wildlife Federation's online pubiic comment form: 
Barbara Palm (wrwrw vert .org/buttalo/c ommertionm im) 
Legislative Chairman 
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The Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association appreciates the opportunily to 
comment on the health and well being of the cattle herd in the United States. TSCRA is a 
livestock trade association that represents over 14,000 cattle producers in the Southwest, 
primarily in Texas and Oklahoma. 


It is imperative that National Park System officials aggressively pursue opportunities to 
manage this disease within the borders of Yellowstone National Park. Without an “in the 
Park” t sting, removal, and vaccination program, the opportunities to manage this disease 
will be greatly reduced. As long as the bison herd is infected with brucellosis, any {ree 
ranging opportunities are simply not achievable. 


The state of Texas ranks the cradication of brucellosis as one of the most important 
animal health concerns facing cattle raisers. Brucellosis affects our businesses in terms of 
our ability to ship interstate and the cost of production. TSCRA encourages the federal 
government to take every precaution to casure the safety of the cattle business. 


The livestock industry, federal animal health and discase contro! agencies, and state 
livestock and veterinary health agencies made a commitment to eradicate brucellosis in 
the US dairy and beef cattle herds over 60 years ago. To date, billions of dollars have 
been spent on the effort to eradicate this disease in our nation's cattle herd. Millions of 
domestic livestock have been tested, vaccinated, and held under quarantine. Hundreds of 
thousands of infected or exposed cattle have been sent to slaughter. All this has been 
accomplished in an effort to eredicate this devastating disease from our nation’s cattle, 
and to protect the American people from the human equivalent of this livestock disease 
known as undulant fever. 


The commitment to eradicate this disease by al) concerned parties is unwavering and our 
efforts have brought us to the point where this disease in domestic livestock is limited to 
a very small number of carefully managed cattle herds in just a few states. We anticipate 
the disease will be completely climinated in our nation’s cattle herd shortly after the cumn 
of the century. Tried and true methodologies for addressing the eradication of this disease 


TEXAS AND SOUTHWESTERN CATTLE RAISERS ASSOCIATION 
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Page 2 ~ Texas and Southwestern Cattle Raisers Association, Oct, 29, 1998 


have been established within the nation's beef and dairy herds. The livestock industry 
realized that many years ago that one single course of action would not result in the 
eradication of this disease. These historic brucellosis managemenVeradication practices 
have included both the quarantine and testing of al! animals exposed to the disease. This 
coupled with the removal (slaughter) of all positive testing animals and the vaccination of 
all non-exposed or negative testing animals has proven effective. 

The 1998 National Academy of Sciences (NAS) report contains much information that is 
vital to the development and implementation of an effective brucellosis eradication 
progran. The report contains important information on the potential disease transmission 
risks and threats to domestic livestock adjacent to the park. Comments within the report 
also address the progress of the disease within the park and how effective potential 
management strategies might be. li addresses test and slaughter protocol, the use of 
vaccines and delivery methodologies, and the limited effects on the genetic diversity of 
the park bison herd from a test and slaughter program similar to those used to control 
brucellosis in domestic cattle herds. The NAS report goes on to state that allowing 
infected bison to use areas outside the park as buffer zones for winter feeding will simple 
spread the disease threal over a much larger arca. The report also addresses the 
ecological saturation of the Yellowstone ecosystem by the current numbers of resident 
elk and bison. 


Cattle raisers adhere to stocking rates and carrying capacity when determining the size of 
their livestock herds. TSCRA encourages the federal government to follow suit with the 
bison herds in Yellowstone National Park. If these herds are controlled using 
formulations on the local carrying capacity, the animals will not need to wander in search 
of food. If these stocking rate aumbers are complied with and utilized, the animals will 
stay within the confines of Yellowstone National Park. 


TSCRA encourages the federa] government to adhere to its policy of using sound and 
proven science in eliminating the disease. Administering the program using emotions and 
listening to groups who do not incur the cost of sick and dying cattle will be an expensive 
endeavor for production agriculture. 


Sincerely, 
Rony Qacpae 
C. Coney Burgess 
Presidem 


SLNIWWOD 


L09 


tevtmony provided tthe Holiday nn Ssh 
iin denne 23, 1998 


Comment No. 15074 
Gil Giteland 
Texas Animals 


My name is Gil Gilleland, and I'm from [ij and I'm speaking for a group on the 
Internet, it's called Texas Animals, and we're primarily interested im animal rights and 
animal welfare. So obviously my comments are going to be from the aspect of what is 
best for the animal and very little, if any, emphasis, on what is best for the economic 
interest of the people riding snowmobiles or raising cattle to be slaughtered in Montana. 
That's the frame of reference. | have a handout that I'm going to give, and | will be 
speaking on this, but | would ask that it be incorporated into the records of this heaving. 


The handout, which | just gave, if any of you ever want to refer to it, consists of two 
newspaper articles. The first one is from the Austin American Statesman published today, 
the 29th of September, 1998, and the title is "Feds must help Species Court Rules.” You 
can read this in the Austin American Statesman. This does not pertain to bison, it pertains 
to an endangered species ruling. Bui | want to read the first paragraph from it because | 
think it's applicable. 


The main thrust of what I'm going to say today is I think we need to show -- we, the 
government, the government agencies involved neod to show good faith or better faith 
than they have shown. | believe the agencies at the State and Federal are going through 
the inechanics of this. | experienced a Bastrop fiasco whereby the Houston toad was 
assaulted a few years ago in order for an economic interest of a golf course. Our State 
Parks and Wildlife led by ihe chairman, Chairman Bass of the Commission and the 
director Sampson, Andrew Sampson of the Department. 


When the National Parks Service denied construction of the Bastrop golf course in the 
park, Director Sampson used his connections in Washington where he used to work and 
he was able to circumvent the thrust of the National Park denial. He was able to reverse 
that decision and the National Park Service, it reversed its decision and said, yeah, go 
ahead, build a golf course, crush the toads, incidentally under the bulldozer. 


So I am speaking and pleading to the Federal and State governments involved here, 
evidently it appears that the State government is m the forefront of this effort, and I'd like 
to just parenthetically mention before | read the first paragraph, the literature indicates 
this is an interagency effort. My contention is bad faith is shown from the very outset 
beceuse it is not an interagency effort. There is nobody here, or at least officially listed in 
this literature, from the Bureau of Land Management. There is nobody here officially 
listed from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. They may be here, but they're not 
identified, and they're not identified in the literature. 


So that was my pica that | formulated last might when | came here was to please -- like a 
drug problem, with a drug problem we have a czar and the other national problems is - 
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I'm a retired Federal cumployee retired from the Federal government, and | know that you 
have to have — interagency, you've got to get somebody to head it up to bring it together, 
and those two agencies are conspicuously absent. So the good faith aspect is tinged from 
the very outset. 


Getting back to my news article - the first paragraph only, which I'll read, "Federal 
agencies must carry oul programs to conserve endangered species, noi merely avoid 
accidents that jeopardize said species an Appeals Court has ruled in the case involving the 
Edwards Aquifer in Texas." So my plea is to carry out programs that are active, not just 
passive. And the things I've mentioned, the three aspects | mentioned, probably the video 
and this is the first time I've seen it, number one, the cattle grazing could be suspended to 
prevent toteraction between bison and the cattle. “attle grazing could be suspended 
during the winter so that Bison could forage in those areas outside the park, as they will 
no doubt escape from the park. 


Number two, vaccination. Vaccination emphasis could be on the cattle, not on the bison. 
That's incidental. Get the cattle out of the way so the bison can free range in the winter 
and not dig through snow for nonexistent forage. 


The third aspect is prohibit snowmobiles, which you will obviously allow them. But if 
you'll allow them, make -- jack up their fee and make them pay for winter forage to be 
stocked in the park so the bison will not be inclinod to roam. Thank you. 
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Thank you. My name is Susan Petersen. I'm the vice chair in charge of issues for Texas 
Committee on Natural Resources. That's a statewide citizen conservation group, and it's the state 
affiliate of the National Wildlife Federation. 


Actually this morning when | was dressing, | was looking for my favorite pin that | wear to 
hearings like this. It's a pink ceramic pig with litthe white wings, because that's about what | feel 
about the National Park Service's preferred alternative. It's like it will protect buffalo when pigs 
have wings and can fly. 


Like the National Wildlife Federation, Texas Committee on Natural Resources does not believe 
that the alternatives presented in the EIS are appropriate for the management of the buffalo in 
Yellowstone National Park. 


Texas Committee on Natural Resources stands with the National Wildlife Federation and the 
InterTribal Bison Cooperative in supporting the Citizens’ Plan. This is a plan which manages 
buffalo as wildlife, not as livestock. It's a plan which allows the historic buffalo herd in 
Yeliowstone to remain free roaming. It's a plan which stresses management areas on Federal 
lands outside the boundaries of Yellowstone, an acquisition of key winter ranges. It's a plan 
which stresses wildlife sciences, carrying capacity, scientifically based population goals. It's a 
plan which would relocate excess buffaloes onto tribal lands. This is the alternative which we 
prefer. And it's not in the EIS as developed. 


I'm pleased that the National Park Service is holding this bearing in Austin. This issue concerns a 
national treasure, the Ycllowstone National Park, and a national heritage, the free roaming 
buffalo. A little piece of just art here. A buffalo head nickel, Indian on one side, buffalo on the 
other Heritage. American heritage. All of our heritage. 


Holding the hearings in states not abutting the park is an acknowledgment by the Park Service 
that these are America's buffalo, my buffalo, my park, and | and my members want a say in their 
management. I see cattle on ranches all over Texas. I can see penned buffalo just west of here, 
but I go to Yellowstone to see the free roaming buffalo. 


I'll be handing in this stack of letters, there are about 140 in here, and they'll be turned in with 
letters turned in by the National Wildlife Federation later on during these hearings. These letters 
were collected last Sunday by myself and a couple of volunteers. We spent about seven hours 
talking to Austinites about the buffalo issue. 

I like to do this, | bike to talk to the general public to get their ideas about issues, major issues, 
and I've done this many times. 


bor 


It gives me an idea of how the public understands the issues, how the importance is perceived, 
and the understanding of the public about the issues. About 75 percent of the people approached 
actually stopped to talk. 


This is a large percentage, much larger than | usually get when I'm talking on issues. Most 
people are real busy, and they're too busy to stop, but when they hear buffalo and they hear 
Yellowstone, those two magic words, they actually stop and they take time to talk to you about 
the issue. About a third of the people had memories of the buffalo slaughter during that harsh 
winter. All had been diagusted by it. No one expressed support for that kind of carnage again, 
believe it or not. About three-quarters of the people who stopped and talked wound up signing a 
letter in support of the Citizens’ Plan, and almost all of them took information and are carrying it 
with them. This Sunday was really weil-spent by me. 


| was impressed by the overall support for the buffalo and for the park. Texas is a private land 
state where the wildlife belongs to all people. Texans travel far to see the public lands, to get to 
the public lands, the national parks, and they expect to catch glimpses of the free ranging 
wildlife. The Citizens’ Plan is the alternative that will keep the wildlife wild and the buffalo 
roaming. Thank you. 


othe 49 /2' 


TRIMBELLE ROD & GUN CLAB 
» President 


October 6, 1998 


BISON MANAGEMENT PLAN EIS TEAM, NATIONAL PABK SERVICE 
Attn: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

P.O, Box 25287 

Denver, Co, 80225-9901 


I am writing today because my Club members use the Yellowstone region and 
also because they wish to observe all the wild animals of that region in 
their natural habitat, 


We support the "Citizen's Plan" for bison t. We believe that 
plan will protect rancher intereste and the wild bison herd, 


Bison are wildlife, not livestock, and as such should be managed b 
wildlife professionals. for en ovement by the public in a wild and 
setting on public and tribal 


Over the years (40) that our Club has been active in assisting wildlife 
management professionals in the State and Nation we have seen far to much 
overuse of public lands by Py interests to the detriment of the wild 
animale that live their, practice is a disservice to all the citizens 
who own this land in common, The National Park Service should consider 
the interests of all the co-owmers of our public land and the wildlife 

that lives on it rather than the graz interests who are profiting at 
the expense of our wildlife and our wild lands, 


Please respond, if possible, when this matter is resolved, 
Sincerely yours, 


TRIMBELLE ROD & GUN CLUB 
Ralph F. Schommer, President 


decisively 
ences, and that, as a result, these individuals will forever remain deeply con- 
cerned about what happens to any part of that rare and important aree. 


Both Trout Unlimited and New Mexico Trout have an obvious interest in the 
management of the fisheries in the Park; however, our interests certainly do not 
stop at the water's edge. To earn the right to be a trout stream, the rain and snow 
that falls on mountaintops, timbered slopes, and upland meadows must first 
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or Ngltig’ 


Sarah Branscom October 12, 1996 


meit its way across clean watersheds or percolate through undisturbed geology 
before it is finally filtered by healthy riparian systems. Fisheries, however, 
depend on more than just clean water. They depend on the invertebrates, the 
forage fish, the plant nutrients, the cooling shade, the dissolved oxygen, and all 
of the symbiotic plant and animal interrelationships that keep an ecosystem in 
balance. Thus, conserving trout fisheries is about a lot more than just protecting 
trout; it is about everything upstream of those trout, from the upland 
timber and that vital riparian vegetation to the full of native plants 
and animals and, yes, even the quality of the water itself. Trout truly are indica- 
tors of total ecosystem health, which is why flyfishers focus so much energy on 
comprehensive riparian, watershed, and ecosystem protection. 


Of equal importance, however, trout fisheries are also truly 


will inevitably come to influence the manner in which all other elements of the 
ecosystem are governed, as weil as having an influence on the policy climates 
governing other ecosystems from coast to coast. When irresponsible attitudes 
and practices are allowed to flourish in one part of the country or with regard to 
one species, they tend to spread and to infect attitudes and practices in other 
areas. As someone once said, “injustice anywhere is a threat to justice every- 
where.” Thus, both Trout Unlimited and New Mexico Trout have a duty to partic- 
ipate in and provide input on any matter dealing with the establishment of orga- 
nizational, conservation, 


In this context and as both conservationists and public lands stakeholders, the 
Rio Grande Chapter of Trout Unlimited and New Mexico Trout submit these 
comments on the current Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Interagency Bison Management Pian for the State of Montana and Yellowstone 
National Park. In addition, both the Rio Grande Chapter of Trout Unlimited and 
New Mexico Trout believe that there is an obligation to remain, as well as great 
intrinsic value in remaining, true to the original intent and spirit of the National 
Environmenta! Policy Act (NEPA) and to 40 CFR 1500 through 1508, the original 
and still applicable promulgating regulations. This approach helps to limit the 
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subsequent reinterpretation. Thus, our 
comments will be heavily based upon 40 CFR 1500 through 1508, placing our 
trust in the assumption that your agency has, in accordance with 40 CFR 
1500.2(a), “to the fullest extent possible” attempted to “interpret and administer 
the policies, regulations, and public laws of the United States in accordance with 
the policic< set forth in the Act and in these regulations.” 


Prankty, we find the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency 


genuine management needs and respect the desires of the majority of 
the taxpayers, and tailored to fit a predetermined conclusion that seems skewed 
toward a partisan political, social, racial, cultural, and economic agenda. Allow 
us to summarize our concerns, with more specific materials to follow. 


Overview of our Concerns: 


1. This current Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Interagency Bison Pian for the State of Montana and 
Yellowstone National Park \s woefully inadequate with regard to pro- 
viding the public with a clear understanding of the original environ- 
mental baselines for role of bison in both natural and human ecosys- 


ties associated with it into their present tragic conditions. 


* Historical baseline information is critical to enabling the public to prop- 
erty ecrutinize the relationship of this currently alleged need for “bison 


Payne Goantant acndinaiiaaa. 
assault on the peoples commonly known as the Piains Indians. 


© A wide range of wildlife, much af it now rare or endangered at some 


the subsequent cost to the public is essential to enabling the public to 
assess the need for these actions and the alternatives being proposed. 
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* The interwoven peoples commonty known as the Plains indie. + 
fered extreme, essentially genocidal, cumulative impacts from pes 
“bison management” activities. An understanding of the history of 
these activities and their impacts, both acute and chronic, is critic.) to 

the public to scrutinize the currently ahtori «ves 

possible mouvations, as well as the need te ee bully 
recognize the relationship between the Plains Indians anc (os species 
ee te 
substantively in the solution to this alleged need for “bison 
management.” 

2. The scope of the current Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Interagency Bison “ian for the State of Montana 
and Yellowstone National Park has been arbitrarily and capriciously 
narrowed in a manner that hampers (he abuty of the public to clearly 
recognize and understand the full range © ections and potential 
motivations thai are connected, cumulative, or similar to this current- 
ly proposed “bison management” agenda and, thus, this narrowing of 
the proper scope of the document prevents the public from properly 
scrutinizing the full spectrum of curnulative costs, impacts, victims, 
and beneficiaries sssociated with this agenda. 


© Understanc:, (° — \U scope of the actions, impacts, and beneficiaries 


assessing 
of which involve the utilization, transfer, and disposition of valuable 
public resources. 


* Both the need for and the impacts of this current “bison management” 
proposal have clearly relevant connections to the needs and impacts of 
subsidized public lands grazing in the area, to the artificial maintenance 
of degrading winter sports activities in the Park, and to the role that this 


3. The processes associated with this currently alleged need for “bison 
t” and the current Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the interagency Bison Management Pian for the State 
of Montana and Yellowstone National Park seem to have been sub- 
ject to numerous conflicts of interest derived from, first, the long- 
standing interdependent relationship between the livestock industry 
and the US Department of Agriculture and its relevant component 
agencies, the Animal and Plant Health Service and the US 
Forest Service; second, the potential for competition between beef 
and bison in an already overcrowded market for red meat; third, the 
subsequent desire of many in the livestock industry to see bison 
remain a “novelty” product, tainted by the perception of “disease,” 
fourth, the longstanding and still quite persistent racial, political, 
social, economic, and cultural antipathy of many in the livestock 
industry for the peoples known as the Plains Indians; fifth, 
the demonstrated ability of the livestock industry to convert econom- 
ic stratification into partisan political influence over both elected and 
appointed officials at both the state and federal levels; and, finally, the 
demonstrated willingness and ability of the livestock industry to use 
such partisan political influence to hold agency and program budgets 
at risk, as a means of coercing and intimidating recalcitrant agencies 
and officials. In this context, the current Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison Management Plan for 
the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park certainly 
appears to be a classic case of “science under siege.” 
*¢ There has never been a documented case of brucellosis transmission 
between wild bison and range cattle and, on this basis, the risk of infec- 
tion seerns to be a cynical “red herring” at best; yet, it is our understand- 
ing that the State of Montana. as represented by the Montana State 
Veterinarian, an office with extremely tight ties to the livestock industry, 
arbitrarily and capriciousty refused to eccept a federal offer of a “low 


regime. 
In fact, at least two national organtzations have had to request that the 
authority of the Montana State Veterinarian over bison issues be 


operations and the wellbeing of the livestock industry, thus reinforcing 
questions of both expertise with regard to decisions involving conserva - 
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: wikdilife in this pari of the ecosystem, potentially including the removal 
tion !*eues and the role that the potential for conflict of interest migh' ’ 
play w this process. :. : of this area as bison winter range There would 


* Although the alleged purpose of this curren: “bison management” 
penal i to “ubdoee to dah el ucdiieds wanaminsion, Gefen two 


they 
courtesy in both the US Senate and House of 
am a ts yy Be ty re 
an unlikely explanation at bes. or, more likety, Montana's majority 
a vy ae ee 
pe pa em oe 
Possible motivations for this behavior would seem obvious. The federal 
purchase of portions of the Royal Teton Ranch would help to “maintain 
ee te ee ed without 
pars ay ee ee eh ny ey mea 
risk of brucellosis wansmission " If, however, the true 


pty yy me rey ee mee ge ted . | f program 
poe eee ee ee b. — + ee | truadindh, ptmasty tem Go dicho gels eeneuntas conte 
aes Sa ae Montana nor Wyoming have such a program. If the need is to “address 


the risk of brucellosés transmission,” t would seem thai such « program 
* ibe federal purchase and provection of portions of the Teton would be a first step. If, however, the true is to limit the bison 


ee eee winter i pepeiaten, canes Out Gay comin 0 me species, and do 
range to to a 
lation of wild bison in Gran the dubs end cost of ecaiching cach cos venninadan 
for > \ Se eee 
on strategies (hat contain, limit, and negatively impact bison 
Ontty « couple of thousand cattle use the US Forest Service’ affected 
allotments adjacent to Yellowstone National Park and only seasonally 
thus, the vaiue of these subsidized public lands Operations is 
miniscule in comparison to, first. the cost of ongoing manage 
ment” ot, second, the value of the bison as an economic 
aseet in the area, although the economic benefits of touriam 
tend to be dispersed through many pockets while the profits from sub- 
sidized public lands operations tend to be concentrated into a 
few. If the need is to the risk of bruceflosis transmission” while 
providing the maximum economic development potential to the major- 
1 ee a the 
subsidized public grazing operations in the ares to other allot. 
bn me ty wed ’ ments would be a first step. If, however, the true agenda is to limit the 
the original purchase option with the Universal and Triumphant 
(CUT), a very willing seller, had been allowed to expire; and the CUT 
had been forced tw announce its intention to begin considering private 
offers that could have extren.1y negative impacts on the habitat and 
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aaqperehemes adjustments to subsidized public lands grazing operations 
exaggerated; and the focus would be kept on strategies that 


pn 


* Bison are not domesticated livestock; they are public wildlife resources. 
Thetr ability to tolerate and survive intrusive handling, close human 
contact, or artificial confinement is characteristic of wildlife, not cattie. 


be no need to treat them in a more rigid, aggressive, and stressful man- 
ner than common cattle are treated. If, however, the true agenda Is to 
limit the bison population, ensure that they remain a rare “novelty” 
species, and do everything possible to slow their growth as a competi- 
dive commodity; then treating them in a manner that seems designed to 
thetr sensitivities and weaknesses, as these protocols seem to do, 
ensure that the minimum number survive intact. Again, the current 


Yellowstone National Park is s© culpably skewed that even the alter- 
natives seem to have been developed in a manner such that, no mat- 
ter which alternative is chosen, it will be tainted to ensure furtherance 
of livestock industry goals and a partisan political, racial, social, cul- 
tural, and economic bias. The proposed alternatives truly seem 
rigged, a “name your poison” proposition. 


Allow us to offer some specific details on some of our concerns. 
Concern: Need to Better Document Environmental end Historical Baselines 
The current Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison 


Management Plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone Natione/ Park is 
woefully inadequate with regard to providing the public with the depth and 
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detail of historical background information that would allow them to understand 
the actions, processes, interests, victims, beneficiaries, and cumulative impacts 
that have shaped this currently alleged need for “bison management." Allow us 
to refer to 40 CFR 1500 ' (b). 

NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information is available to 

public officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are 

taken. The information must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysts, 

EGER ESS OS 


Allow us to also refer to a portion of 40 CFR 1500.2. 


Federal agencies shail to the fullest extent posstbie.. facilitate public involvement 
in decisions... 


On the most benign level, the development of a complete and accurate environ- 


SOO CERES CD Sea ea ean Sale 

ing the most appropriate alternative solution, and scrutinizing the potential that 
the disposition of public assets might actually be subject to improper conflicts of 
interest or hidden agenda. 


Allow us to establish a reference to 40 CFR 1508.7. 


“Cumulative tmpact’ is the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added tw other past, present, and reason. 


federal, or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can resuit 
See eee 


A further definition of “Effects” is provided by 40 CFR 1508.8. 


“Effects” include: 
(a) Direct effects, ..caused by the action and occur at the same time and place. 


reasonably effects 
include growth inducing effects and other related tw induced in 
the pattern of land use, population density or growth rate, an | related on 
air and water and other natural systems, including ecosystems. Effects and 
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impacts as used in these regulations are synonymous. Effects inciude ecological 
(such as the effects on natural resources and on the components, structures, and 


even if on balance the agency believes that the effect will be beneficial. 


These references clearty establish that it ts the intent of the NEPA that the full 
history of a problem be examined and documented for public consideration and 
scrutiny, since such examination and documentation is the only way to enable 
the public to understand the full cumulative impacts of past and therefore pro- 
posed actions. If you do not know where you started, then you really cannot 
assess your travels, know where your really are, trace how you got there, or antici- 
pate where your proposed actions might realistically be expected to take you. 


Baseline information must cover environmental information on the bison, their 
historical numbers and distribution, their historic role in the various ecological 
communities that they inhabited from coast to coast, and the impacts, both pos- 
itive and negative, of their presence and their virtual elimination from these nat- 
ural communities. For example, there is evidence that a number of species, 
including pronghorn antelope and several bird species, evolved in complemen- 
tary relationships to the bison and that the virtual climination of bison from the 
American West has significantly impacted these species. Similarly, there is evi- 
dence of the important role of bison as a food source for many of the carnivores 
and scavenger species that are now subject to costly conservation efforts, inchud- 
tan Cline cites too adommnend Ceotina hen These impacts need to be more 
clearly and forthrightly documented for public scrutiny in any final impact state- 
ment that addresses this allegec! need for intensive “bison management.” 


At the same time, however, the NEPA considers impacts to human communities 
and environments, as well as iropacts to their natural counterparts, and thus 
baseline information must alec include data on “aesthetic, historic, cultural, eco- 
nomic, soctal, or health” impacts of “past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions regardless of what agency, whether Federal or nonfederal, or per- 
son undertakes such other actions.” In this context, any final impact statement 
that addresses this alleged need for intensive “bison management” must also 
document the history of the virtual elimination of bison from the American West, 
first, in terms of its motivations and perpetrators, since this information is cru- 
cial to enabling the public to property scrutinize the full range of possible moti- 
vations and interests behind this currently alleged need for “bison manage- 
ment;” and, second, in terms of its racially and culturally genocidal impacts on 
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the physical, social, spiritual, military, economic, cultural, and psychological 
foundations of the interwoven peoples commonly known as the Plains Indians, 
since this information is crucial to enabling the public to properly assess 
whether the proposed alternatives serve to extend an established pattern of neg- 
ative impacts or begin to mitigate and restore such past impacts. 


Prior to the virtual elimination of bison from the American West, the peoples 
known as the Plains Indians collectively controlled millions of square miles of 
North America with a current value of many trillions of dollars. There is ample 
evidence to indicate that the virtual elimination of bison from the American West 
was, in fact, part of a conscious strategy, both actively and passively implement- 
oh coquenclicipcatenetenammeiatinnaititenlitnn teciemeatentes 
source of food and shelter; to thus destroy the ability of these peoples to militari- 
ly defend their hereditary property rights and ancestral claims to these afore- 
mentioned millions of square miles of North America; and to confine them to 
racial and cultural isolation and economic dependency as a means of removing 
them as an impediment to the uncompensated seizure of their property and the 
arbitrary and capricious redistribution of that property to other peoples, purely 
on the basis of race, creed, and national origin. Thus, these pasi “bison manage- 
ment” actions constituted a physical, economic, cultural, and psychological 
assault from which the remnants of the societies known as the Plains Indians 
have never fully recovered. The legacy of this past “bison management” clearly 
continues to constitute one of the most egregious unresolved violations of 
human and civil rights in the history of the United States. Properly and com- 


pattern of negative impacts or begin to mitigate and restore such past impacts. 
Concern: Proper Scope of Analysis: 


Allow us to now refer to relevant portions of 40 CFR 1508.25. 


(1) Connected actions, which means that they are closely related and therefore 
should be discussed in the same impact statement. Actions are connected Uf they: 
(i) Automatically trigger other actions which may require environmental 
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(ti) Cannot or will not proceed uniess other actions are taken previously 
or 


simultaneously. 
(ili) Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger 
action for their justification. 
(2) Cumulative actions, which when viewed with other proposed actions have 
cumulatively sagnificant impacts and should therefore be discussed in the same 
Statement. 


impact 

(3) Sumilar actions, which when viewed with other reasonably foreseeable or pro- 
posed agency actions, have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating thetr 
environmental co:sequences together, such as common timing or geography. . 


With these regulatory references established, we very firmly believe that the cur- 
rent situation regarding the bison associated with both Yellowstone National 
Park and Grand Teton National Park, both populations being essentially the 
same metapopulation, is clearly the result of the cumulative effects and impacts 
of a wide range of actions that are connected, cumulative, and possibly similar as 
weil and “should therefore be discussed in the same impact statement,” in accor- 
dance with 40 CFR 1506.25. We further and equally firmly believe that the bulk 
of the connected, cumulative, and possibly similar actions associated with this 
“bison managemei:t plan,” as this currently proposed action is characterized, are 
being improperly concealed and excluded from complete discussion in the cur- 
rent Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison 
Management Pian for the S.ate of Montana and Yellowstone National Park. 

The exclusion of these connected, curnulative, and possibly similar actions from 
proper and complete discussion does, in fact, prevent the public from recogniz- 


impacts » 
ilar actions that have been implemented in association with the “management” 
of this species over the years. 


To enable the public to completely understand the full implications of this situa- 
tion, allow us to offer a discussion of the illicit practice known as “segmentation” 
of a NEPA process. The practice of “segmentation” involves breaking a single, 
broad, resource manipulation agenda into many snvaller incremental pieces, 
each separated by artificial agency or process boundaries or by time and, in 
effect, disguised by the separation. In this manner, both the public at large and 
the judicial system can often be effectively misled into seeing, not a single 
resource manipulation agenda with potentially intolerable cumulative impacts 
over time, but simply a stream of tragically unfortunate, but seemingly discrete, 
individual actions, each with its own apparently smaller, less significant, seem- 
ingly more palatable, individual repercussions. Once segmented into pieces, 
many of the smaller “bits” of the broader agenda may be small enough to be qui- 
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etly “farmed out” for implementation by other agencies or parties or even to fall 
exclusions, 


tion agenda. The use of “segmentation” as a means of concealing, misrepresent 
ing, or disguising the true scale of cumulative impacts from public scrutiny is 
thus intended to deceive the public into tolerating an integrated set of mutuaily 
related, interdependent, connected, cumulative, or similar actions that might 
never be tolerated, if the broader agenda of which they are a part were ever prop- 
erly revealed and documented in its complete form. The language of 40 CFR 
1508.27(b)(7) ts, in fact, a clear admonition against this practice. 

(7) Whether the action is related to other actions with... cumulatively significant 

impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate @ cumulatively signifi- 

cani impact on the environment. Significance cannot be avoided by terming an 

action temporary or by breaking it down into small component parts. 


In this sense, “segmentation” is one of the most fundamental and predatory vio- 
lations of the letter, spirit, and intent of the National Environmental Policy Act. 


We would offer only a few illustrative examples of the many broad areas that 
constitute connected, cumulative, or possibly similar actions bearing on the 
alleged need for this “bison management plan” and having impacts that are 
clearly cumulative with many of the anticipated impacts of this plan. To begin 
with, it is clear that, without the presence of subsidized livestock grazing on pub- 
lic lands in the vicinity of Yellowstone National Park, such an abundance of addi- 
tional winter range would be available for bison that the need to protect the 
remaining private interests in this area would be so dramatically reduced that 
the scope of activities associated with this alleged need for “bison management” 
would accordingly be significantly reduced, to the point of constituting a qualita- 
tive change in kind from anything currently proposed or under study. In this 
context and in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)(iii), the activities associated 
with this “bison management plan,” including the act of preparing the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison Management Plan 
for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park, are, regardless of the 
agencies or individuals that actually undertake them, interdependent parts of a 
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larger action and depend on this larger action for their justification, with this 
larger action being the decision of the US Forest Service to allow livestock graz- 
ing on public lands in the vicinity of Yellowstone National Park. Thus, these sub- 
sidized livestock operations and this currently alleged need for “bison manage- 
ment” are “connected actions” that should be discussed in the same impact 
statement. 


While the presence of subsidized livestock operations on adjacent public lands is 
mentioned in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency 
Bison Management Plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National 
Park, the discussion of the impacts of these activities is woefully inadequate, 


impacts accurately 

ing the full range of its impacts and those of the many other damaging activities 
that it drives, along with the impacts of this attempt at intensive “bison manage- 
ment,” would invite decidedly unwelcome public scrutiny. 


For example, simply with regard to native trout species and their habitat, the 

relationship between livestock grazing and watershed and riparian damage has 
been well documented in the literature, with numerous studies addressing the 
tendency of livestock grazing to strip streams of cover, trample and break their 


grazing, 

Yellowstone and Grand Teton National Parks. Most, if not all, other forms of 
riparian wildlife, including many species of birds and animals as large and as 

rare as moose, also suffer as a result. With regard to direct competi- 
tion for forage, elk and bison both suffer as domestic cattle are allowed to 
monopolize increasingly constrained winter range. Deer and antelope also suf- 
fer as, both by changing the types of grasses thai car: adapt to perpetual livestock 
grazing and by reducing stubble height, cattle eliminate fawn cover and expose 
deer and antelope fawns to predation during the most vuinerable period in their 
lifecycles. Since the activities associated with this alleged need for “bison man- 
agement” are, in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.25, interdependent parts of the 
larger action represented by the decision of ihe US Forest Service to allow live- 
stock grazing on public lands in the vicinity of Yellowstone National Park, these 


October 12, 1988 


impacts, of subsidized livestock operations on adjacent public lands, should be 
accurately and completely discussed in any final impact statement that addresa- 
es this alleged need for “bison management.” 


With regard to other “direct effects” of subsidized livestock grazing, these opera 


impact on the funds available for other fundamental agency responsibilities, 
including wildlife and habitat protection and the maintenance of recreational 
improvements and services for the majority of the public. Thus, the develop- 
ment and maintenance of these costly “livestock support” functions are, not only 
“interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their 
justification,” but also cumulative actions, “which when viewed with other pro- 
posed actions,” including “bison management,” have “cumulatively significant 
impacts.” In this context and since the activities associated with this alleged 
need for “bison management” are, in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.25, interde- 
pendent parts of the larger action represented by the decision to allow livestock 
grazing on public lands in the vicinity of Yellowstone National Park, a complete 
and thorough analysis of these “livestock support’ functions, a statement of their 
costs, and a full disclosure of their organizational and budgetary impacts on 
overall resource protection responsibilities must be included in any final impact 
statement that addresses this alleged need for “bison management.” 


Because of the connec ed and cumulative relationship between public lands 
a ee Sea peas: 

” the requirement for a fu’l disclosure of impacts under the 
SGA does abe end uitth dao det chuan” of ane echehinnd eemapeasaae, 
but extends to each and every connected, cumulative, or similar action associat - 
ed with either livestock grazing on public lands in the vicinity of Yellowstone 
National Park or this alleged need for “bison management,” including actions of 
other agencies that would not proceed without the presence of either of these 
activities. For example, various agencies frequently underwrite “animal damage 
control” activities, frequently also allowing similar private actions, in areas asso- 
ciated with grazing allotments. Predation on livestock is invariably the focus of 
these actions, since there is rarely, if ever, a sufficient history of any other kind of 
predation to warrant these operations. Thus, in accordance with 40 CFR 
1508.25(a)(1) (ii), these “animal damage control” activities would not proceed 
unless the US Forest Service acted, either previously or simultaneously, to permit 
livestock grazing on these public lands. Thus, in accordance with 40 CFR 


Li9 
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1508.25(a) (1) (iii), these “animal damage contro!” activities are, regardless of the 
agencies or individuals that actually undertake them, interdependent parts of 
the larger action represented by federally supported livestock operations and 
depend on this larger action for their justification. From another perspective, 
many of the activities proposed as part of this “bison management pian” are, in 
accordance with 40 CFR 1508.25, “similar” in nature to “animal damage control” 
activities. In addition, when viewed in the context of overall cumulative ecosys- 
tem modification, the two types of activities constitute, 


significant 
in the same impact statement,” lest their impacts not be fully disclosed. 


Other cumulative effects have impacted the ecosystem more broadly. Allowing 
livestock grazing on public lands “induced changes in the pattern of land use” 
and resulted in federal, state, and private actions that, over the years, have signif- 
icantly impacted or eliminated populations of grizzly bears, black bears, wolves, 
mountain lions, eagles, hawks, raccoons, foxes, coyotes, and a wide range of 
other wildlife whose native range lies within the ecosystem. Even those species 
that have survived have lost genetic diversity and suffered severe distortions in 
their natural population dynamics, often triggering endangered species restora- 
tion costs in the process. These changes and their costs need to be documented, 
again because both these “induced changes in the pattern of land use” and the 
activities associated with this alleged need for “bison management” are, in 
accordance with 40 CFR 1508.25, cumulative impacts of the larger action repre- 
canted by the decision to allow livestock gmaing on pufhlic lands in the vicinity of 
Yellowstone National Park. 


Since both these “induced changes in the pattern of land use” and the activities 
associated with this alleged need for “bison management” are, in accordance 
with 40 CFR 1508.25, cumulative impacts of the larger action represented by the 
decision to allow subsidized livestock grazing on public lands in the vicinity of 
‘Yellowstone National Park, we would also like to see an honest analysis of the 
impact of the resultant subsidized calves and beef on the ability of private land 
ranchers to compete in an already overcrowded market for red meat. One of the 
major environmental problems in the American West generally and the Greater 
fae emg ee ny ee 
which simultaneously eliminates both open space and wildlife 
habitat. One of the drivers of these “changes in the pattern of land use” is the low 
price for calves and beef in the current overcrowded market and the resulting 
inability of private ranchers to remain economically viable. An important factor 
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in keeping the price of calves and beef low is competition from subsidized calves 
and beef produced on our public lands. Thus, not only does such subsidized 
grazing degrade the wildlife habitat on our public lands, it works against the 
preservation of habitat on our private ranchiands. The impacts of this subsi- 
dized support of unfair market competition need to be documented, again 
because this market interference, its impact on “the pattern of land use,” and the 
activities associated with this alleged need for “bison management” are, in 
accordance with 40 CFR 1508.25, cumulative impacts of the larger action repre- 
sented by the decision to allow livestock grazing on these public lands. 


Similarly, since subsidized public lands grazing shares cumulative impacts and a 
connected relationship with this alleged need for “bison management,” we 
would also, in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.25, like to see an honest analysis of 
the impact of subsidized calves and beef on the emerging market for bison meat 
in an already overcrowded market for red meat, where such subsidized support 
of unfair market competition can be even more troublesome. Since much of this 
market for bison meat involves ventures involving remnants of the 
peoples commonly known as the Piains Indians, we would also expect to see a 
discussion, of the relationship between this subsidized support of unfair market 
competition and the current degraded economic conditions plaguing many of 
these groups, from the perspective of environmental and economic justice. 


Moreover, the very existence of the highly subsidized grazing programs that are 
administered by the US Forest Service has had a number of additional cumula- 
tive “indirect effects,” including some other very important and not completely 
beneficial social consequences, and these impacts and effects must also be doc- 
umented to provide a complete picture of this alleged need for “bison manage- 


dies often come to economically and politically dominate rural communities by 
virtue and as a direct result of their subsidized economic power. To preserve the 
economic source of this dominant position, these special interests often pro- 
mote themselves as artifacts of a cultural heritage that must be preserved 
through special governmental considerations, subsidies, and fee structures. In 
reality, however, the livestock industry, particularly in this form, i: uot indige- “$4 
nous to the American West; neither is it the “subsistence” agriculture of some ee 
unique culture. This industry is composed of “cash crop” reseuice extraction 
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lands grazing and, since the activities associated with this alleged need for “bison 
management” are, in accordance with 40 CFR 1508.25, interdependent parts of 

the larger action represented by the decision to allow livestock grazing on public 
lands in the vicinity of Yellowstone National Park, a complete and thorough 
analysis of these impacts needs to be included in any final impact statement 


al hostility and resentment, this faction has demonstrated a pattern of attempt- 
ing to use disinformation and even outright intimidation to perpetuate their 
control, often cynically as “local” control, over lands and 
resources that are properly held in trust on behalf of all of the taxpaying citizens 
of the United States. Once this faction has committed themselves to these inap- 
propriate attempts to extend their own dominion over these public resources, 
further cooperation with federal or other external interests, specifically including 
allowing the successful of federal resource stewardship duties or 
civil rights guarantees, actually reinforces the broader public stake and under- 
mines this faction’s efforts to establish their own control. Thus, it eventually 
becomes consistent with the interests of this faction for them to attempt to 


implementation and enforcement of national !aws, particularly those that relate 
to either civil rights or stewardship of public resources. 


Unfortunately, the very existence of this faction is an “indirect effect” of the con- 
nected and cumulative actions represented by subsidized public lands grazing 
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programs and this situation has had very genuine cumulative impacts on both 
steward- 


management” is being 
alleged despite the fact that there has never been a documented case of brucel- 
losis transmission between wild bison and range cattle and there is thus insuffi- 
cient risk of disease transmission to warrant the actions being considered. This 
situation should clearly raise public doubts as to whether this alleged need for 
“bison management” is genuine or merely an attempt to restrict as much federal 
resource involvement as possible to as small an area of public land as possible. 


Moreover, the current refusal to aliocate funds, from the Land and 
Conservation Pund, for the purchase of a strategic portion of the Royal Teton 
Ranch clearly appears to be another element of this agenda of eriforcing insular 
special interest control by resisting measures that might extend « broader public 
stake and thus expose the disposition of public resources in the area to greater 
public scrutiny. The activities of the Farm Bureau, with regard to its efforts to 
dismantle the progress made in wolf recovery, would seem to be yet another 
example of this special interest agenda. Ultimately, with regard to its curnulative 


national will, and indulge in a lifetime of country living that would otherwise be 
far beyond their means, while the resulting habitat wildlife loss, and cli- 
mate of intimidation act to take the right to full enjoyment of the public lands 
away from the vast majority of the working public who are forced to underwrite 
these subsidies, support these subsidized country lifestyles that they will never 
be able to personally enjoy, and then pay the costs of endangered species efforts 
and other repair programs that are primarily made necessary by the habitat 
darnage caused by subsidized grazing in the first place. In this sense, both the 
current partisan campaign of harassment against proper public resource stew- 
ardship activities and the activities associated with this alleged need for “bison 
management” are, in accordance with 40 CFR 1506.25, interdependent parts of 
the larger action represented by the decision of the US Forest Service to allow 
livestock grazing on public lands. Thus, these impacts should clearly be accu- 
rately and completely discussed in any final impact statement that addresses this 
alleged need for intensive “bison management.” 


Another of the broad areas that constitute connected, cumulative, and possibly 
similar actions bearing on the alleged need for this “bison management plan” 
and having impacts that are clearly cumulative with many of the anticipated 
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impacts of this plan is the decision to persist in artificial grooming of roads for 
the maintenance of inappropriate winter sports activities in the Park. This 
alleged need for “bison management” and the artificial grooming of roads in the 
Park during the winter should clearly be addressed in the same impact state- 
ment, lest “segmentation” occur. 


Desired Mitigation and Relief 


Allow us to refer to 40 CFR 1501.2(c), which requires agencies to... 


Study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses Of 
ent 


This matter is complex and reflects conflicts between contradictory interests and 
ambitions. It would be difficult to craft a proposal that properly addressed 


economic justice issues involving the peoples known as the Plains Indians. 


We have been unabie to find any proposal that addresses all of the relevant 
en ee Seen Nee Sep eaeane eee eee a a 
InterTribal Bison Cooperative in collaboration with the National Wildlife 

Federation. Known as the ITBC/NWF Seven Point Program or, in a manner clos- 


the single group that most closely reflects, in today’s world, the long ignored and 
jy mee a Bp “pee ty 9 af ta th gpm og 

” In this context, it is hard to imagine any partnership that 
Gilcutldemiatieinicadiasatineth amalt 
alleged need for “bison management.” 


We support The Citizens’ Plan. Allow us to reiterate the elements of that plan. 


1. Betablish a Bison Research and Health Certification Center that works to conserve 
irreplaceable bison genetic diversity, whenever possible, by using bison that test 
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Sarah Branscom 21 October 12, 1986 


positive for |. ucellosis for further research while restoring those bison that do not ; 
Pee Cages 6 aS ope GEES MERE RS 


2. Use science, not conjecture, to establish a population goal for the Yellowstone bison 


Kone bn 0 quammnsn cumatetens wlth Geo putnainten of fachasn, en ethdeal end 
sportsmaniike manner, and only on lands ouvside of the Park. 


3. Purchase, from willing sellers, additional winter range and migration corridors w 
allow bison to safely wravel to public lands beyond Yellowstone National Park. 


4. Adjust cattle operations on public lands adjacent to the Park, providing 
appropriate incentives to reduce the financial burden on permittees. 


vaccine deliver) syster that minimizes the disturbance to wildlife. 


7. Correct winter road management practices in the Park to prevent them from 
encouraging and assisting bison migration. 


Again, we support The Citizens’ Pian. 
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owners of e large buffalo herd, we believe we are in a unique and qualified 
position to discuss the options 

While we co.nmend the National Park Service for undertaking e discussion of the 
future management of the herd, we find the preferred elternative to be at its 
foundation, flawed in analysis, and to represent @ significant threat to the long 
term viability of buffalo populations in North America. Shooting buffalo at the end 
of the 20” century represents wasteful public policy, and to those of us who have 
learned to face history, 8 painful reminder of past, unnecessary violence in 
America. 


As we are involved with buffalo as well es other ranching industries, we are swere 
that the Yellowstone herd is genetically the foundation of many present domestic 
herds -- the welispring for recovery of this animal. Proposed further destruction of 
the herd is folly and sets @ dangerous precedent for other once endangered 


i 
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areas under dispute. We strongly support the use of grazing allotments designated 
for wiidiife to be restricted for wildlife. More areas should receive this designation. 
We also strongly support aggressive acquisition of additional land for the 
Yellowstone herd, as suggested in Alternative Two of the Environmental impact 
Statement. 
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34 letters were received from stadonts im the third grade class of Union Furnace 
Elementary School, EEE The next page is representative better. 
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Dear Ms. Bransom: 


Through IBA dopt- A -Schoo! Program, | have the chance to help Ms. Crystal Cole with her third 
grade class at Union Furnace Elementary School. Ms. Cole and | felt that it would be a good 
learning experience for the students to write letters concerning the Bison Management Plan. This 
exercise is helping them to learn about the bison, letter writing skills and how to be good citizens. 
| gave the class a brief description of the situation and the government's preferred plan and they 
wrote the enclosed letters. 


We would really appreciate if you could take a few minutes to read their letters and to provide a brief 


response to the class. The can be sent to Ms. Cole's Class, Union Furnace Elementary 
[cc 150 wy cn ewe ne 
you. 


_.. Wfaslé 
Catah Blansen 
envel, Calala a. SQA 
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Lin Yacoh Daniel Chae 
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UNITED STATES ANIMAL HEALTH ASSOCIATION 


October 9, 1998 


Sarah Bransom 

Interagency Bison Management Plan 
DSC-RP 

P.O. Box 252867 

Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 


RE: DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 
INTERAGENCY BISON MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE STATE 
OF MONTANA AND YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


Yellowstone National Park is the premier national 
park in the United States and perhaps in the 
world. It is imperative that the animal 
populations and the disease brucellosis be 
addressed in such a manner as to control and 
eradicate the disease and sustain the animals and 
their habitat for future generations of 
Americans. 


The United States Animal Health Association 
(USAHA) is over 100 years old and is the oldest 
and most prestigious animal health oriented 
national organization in the United States. Past 
and present members of the USAHA have been and 
are responsible for the development and 
implementation of a number of successful disease 
prevention and eradication programs in the United 
States and these members collectively represent a 
vast wealth of scientific and practical 
brucellosis expertise in a number of domestic and 
wild animal species. The Committee on 
Brucellosis of the USAHA established a working 
group to evaluate the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) and develop comments for the 
Association and its members. Members of the 
working group included animal health 
professionals who work with brucellosis and 
brucellosis infected animals and herds on a daily 
basis, university scientists who have an in depth 
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knowledge of brucellosis, representatives of national 
livestock groups who have had to address brucellosis in 
their herds, and members of a national veterinary medical 
association. The working group developed draft comments, 
which were then reviewed and approved by the Association's 
Committee on Brucellosis and Committee on Wildlife 
Diseases. These committees represent hundreds of man-years 
of scientific and practical brucellosis expertise in a 
number of animal species. The Executive Committee of the 
United States Animal Health Association then approved the 
comments. The USAHA Comments are appended to this letter. 


These comments reject the proposed alternatives contained 
in the DEIS and recommend implementation of Alternative 8ix 
with a number of specific amendments. We strongly believe 
this amended alternative meets the purpose for action and 
fulfills each of the nine stated objectives of the DEIS. 


We strongly urge that the USAHA Recommended Alternative be 
implemented . 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important 
issue. 


Sincerely, 


2.7/4 n~ 


R.H. McCapes, DVM 
President, United States Animal Health Association 


Attachment 
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UNITED STATES ANIMAL HEALTH ASSOC LATION 


Our comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) are discussed in the following sections: A. 
Important Issues; B. Assumptions Made in the DEIS; C. 
Deficiencies in DEIS; D. Actions or Changes Necessary for 
Implementation of Alternatives; E. Relative Burdens 
Imposed by Implementation of Alternatives; F. DEIS 
Relative to the National Research Council, National Academy 
of Science Report on Brucellosis; G. USAHA Recommended 
Alternative; and, H. Rationale for Rejection of 
Alternatives. 


A. T[MPORTANT I68UES 


There are a number of issues of great importance that must 
be addressed in order to resolve the Yellowstone National 
Park/State of Montana wildlife brucellosis problem in an 
equitable manner. Some of these issues have been addressed 
to varying degrees in the DETS. Others have not been fully 
addressed. Important issues include the following: 


1. Brucellosis is a zoonotic disease, i.e. it can be 
transmitted from animals to humans. Its 
significance must not be taken lightly. 

2. The National Brucellosis Eradication Program is 
nearing completion in the United States. There are 
approximately 12 brucellosis-infected cattle and 
domestic bison herds remaining in the entire 
country. The only unchecked focus of brucellosis 
(Brucella abortus) infection remaining in the 
entire country is the infection in wild bison and 
elk of the Greater Yellowstone Area. 

3. The management plan finally implemented must 
initiate immediate control of brucellosis in bison 
and must clearly lay out a plan for the eradication 
of brucellosis from YNP bison. 

4. Brucellosis in elk must be addressed in order to 
achieve brucellosis control and eradication in the 
GYA. 
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12. 


13. 


14, 


15. 


16. 
17. 


18. 


Changes in authority. A number of the alternatives 
cannot be implemented without changes in authority. 
Special Management Areas (SMAs) significantly 
increase the area impacted by diseased bison, 
result in a much larger area to “police” and are 
likely to increase the risk of transmission. 

SMAs represent a de-facto increase in the size of 
YNP. 

The disease, brucellosis, is impacting the natural 
gene frequency and therefore the genetic make-up of 
YNP bison 

The State’s animal health authority over diseases 
and diseased animals within the state must not be 
compromised. 


. The ability to freely move livestock in interstate 


commerce must be maintained. 


- Direct impact of brucellosis on YNP bison should be 


fully explored. 

The livestock industry of Montana represents a 
highly significant segment of the economy of the 
state. 

National Park Services’ refusal to manage bison and 
brucellosis may have long term impacts for other 
diseases of equal or greater consequence, which may 
be introduced into the park. This management 
approach is in sharp contrast to the way DOI 
manages other wildlife in other parks and reserves 
where policies are implemented to serve both the 
wildlife and the public. There is no analysis to 
justify this difference in management style. 

The definition of “low risk” bison is a significant 
factor in determining risk of transmission if SMAs 
are implemented. 

Bison population size must be controlled to balance 
population with carrying capacity. 

Carrying capacity of YNP must be established. 

The DEIS must utilize the impartial science of the 
National Research Council, National Academy of 
Science final report on Brucellosis in the Greater 
Yellowstone Area to develop scientifically sound 
alternatives. 

The proposed alternatives as presented in the DEIS 
are inadequate to address these important issues, 
therefore, Alternative 6 with the modifications 
presented in these comments provides the best 
alternative and should be implemented. 
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5. ASSUMPTIONS MADE IN THE DEIS 


The DEIS makes @ number of aasumptions which we ntend are 
not valid, These are addressed asa follows 
l Al the Alternatives are “legally implementable’ 
®* The introduction t the DEIS atates that all of \¢ 
proposed aiternatives are “..legaliy implementabie 
(DEIS, p. 4) Since we uuld find no definition of 


this statement, we must assume it means that eac f 
the alternatives could be implemented under current 
atate and federal iawa or rules. We do not believe 
this to be the case. Currently, Montana law does 
not allow aport hunting of bison Such authority 
would have to be created before several of the 
alternatives could be fully implemented. Attaining 
such authority is tenuous at best Additionally, 
The Department of Livestock has apecific authority 
to *..regulate estrayed or improperly disposed of 
animals that fit within Montana's lega Jefinitions; 
this includes bison.” Specific authority addresses 
"the removal from the state of publicly owned bison 
Originating from a herd infected with a dangerous 
Gisease when the disease may spread to persons o: 
livestock or jeopardize the state’s compliance with 
other state-administered or federally administered 
livestock disease control programs.” (DEiS, f 33 
YNP bison clearly fall within this legal authority. 
This authority would have to be modified by the 
state legislature to fully implement some of the 
alternatives. 


® Change of use on Forest Service grazing allotments t« 
eliminate cattle grazing on the allotments would 
require additional NEPA compliance and would require 
modification of the Forest Plan. While additional 
legal authority may not be required, the 
alternatives, which call for the removal of grazing 
permits, would not be implementable with out further 
actions. 


* Implementation of alternatives 2, 3, 4, 6 (phase 1) 
and 7 are dependant upon some future event occurring 
(such as the state of Montana changing its laws or 
rules), over which the cooperating agencies have 
little or no control. 


A 


2 Additional Ranges (SMAS) are Nevessary to auatain 
the YNP bison herd, 


* The “Need For Action” section (DEIS, p. 11) portrays 
the itliugion that portions of the Gallatin National 
Forest have already been set aside because they 

contribute to the biological, ecological, cultural 
and aesthetic purposes of the park While such may 
be the desire of the NPS, Gallatin National Forest 
officials and @ number of interest groups, much of 
the Gallatin National Forest remains an area of 
multiple use The “Need For Action” section also 
suageste the need for the additional ranges in the 
national forest is because *..YNP is not a self 
contained ecosystem for bison, and periodi< 
migrations into Mon & are natural events.” We 
agree that YNP is nh 4 complete ecosystem and 
contend that it would not be complete even with the 
addition of the proposed SMAs Large migrations of 
bison from YNP did not begin until 19864-1965 (DEIS, 
p. 147). These migrations did not begin until the 
bison population exceeded 2,000 head. Since 1984 
1985 bison have left YNP every year and the bison 
population has exceeded 7,000 head in each of 
years (DEIS, p. 147). 


o 


these 


3. Bison Migration is Related to Harsh Weather not 
Population Size. 


® The “Background” section (DEIS, p. 12) states that 
“more bison have attempted to move to ranges outside 
the park, particularly during harsh winters.” and 
suggests that “..the number of bison moving beyond 
Yellowstone boundaries is highly variable from year 
to year, and show no strong or discernible 
correlation with population size.” This statement is 
contrary to the National Academy of Science report 
which strongly correlates the movement of bison out 
of YNP to the population size of the bison herd (NAS 
Report p.61 -Bison population size appears to be the 
overwhelmingly significant variable controlling 
movement of bison out of YNP). 


4. Lands outside YNP should be Reserved for Bison 
because Bison are Migratory end Lands Outside YNP 
Represent Historical Bison Ranges. 
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*" We recognize that Dison are nomadic animale and that 


bison once popyulaled enormous ranges from Texas int 
anada and from Kansas and Nebraska Idaho and 
Oregon We would aii mcede that hie vast range 
was historic bison range However, the fact that 
bison once ranged on these lands does not asaume 
that these ranges are still available to bison, rhe 
same holds for the Landa outeide YNP to the west and 
north of the park. While siqnificant portions of 


the landa outside YNP are designated as wilderness 
Or wildlife management areas, siqnificant portions 
of these lands are designated as multiple-use 
forestiands, or are ate or privete lands. These 
lands must not be lightiy construed to be essentia! 
to the survival of the bison since bison are 
endangered and geneticaily viable populations reside 
nh YNP. The conversion of these nds to 
preferential use by bison assumes that « number 
actions will occur, over which the lead federa) 
agencies lack the jurisdictional authority. 
Additionally, such actions may place an unreasonable 
burden on private citizens and other publ 
agencies 


The state of Montana will accept the legal 
responsibility for management of bison on SMAs within 
the state. 


® Implementation of several of the alternatives would 
requice the state of Montana to change state laws 
ind rules to implement the changes required in the 
alternative. While the state is a cooperating 
agency in development of the DEIS, there is no 
assurance that the state legisiature will approve 
the necessary changes. 


6. The Montana legislature will appropriate funds to 
manage bison. 


* The fiscal impact on the state of Montana for 
implementation of various of the alternatives, 
except for alternatives 5 and 6 (phase 2) ranges 
from $140,000 to $420,090 per year for 15 years. 
This represents a significant cost to the state. 
There is no assurance that the Montana legislature 


wil appropriate funds necessary ¢t Lmplement the 


alternatives, 


The Montana legislature will approve (and the 
Governor sign) Legislation approving bison hunting in 
the atate 


®* Several of the alternatives propose a bison hunt in 
the state of Montana Rased upon past experiences 
and bad publicity to the state from bison hunts, 
there is no assurance that the state will desire to 
approve bison hunting 


8. That owners of private lands will willingly sell 
their lands for the exclusive use of those lands by 
bison, or will willingly modify their existing 
operations by conversion to steer and spayed heife: 
operations adjacent to the park. 


°* There is no assurance that private lands will be 
available for outright purchase oi property or 
purchase of easement. Even if such lands were 
available, federal ownership of the iands is 
inappropriate since the federal government already 
owns 97% of the landmass of the two impacted Montana 
counties. 


9. The Congress will appropriate funds to purchase 
private lands for the proposed SMAs. 


* The current mood of congress is to cut budgets, not 
to increase budgets, especially for land purchases. 
The idea that such an appropriation would be made is 
tenuous at best. 


10. The Montana state veterinarian wili allow 
untested brucellosis infected and exposed bison to 
have unrestricted access to SMAs within the state. 


* As previously stated, current Montana laws and rules 
require the state veterinarian to take action 
against brucellosis infected and exposed YNP bison 
that enter the state. 


11. That forty-nine other state animal health 
officials and livestock industries will accept Montana 


6 
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attie if bruce fecte ind exy 1] " ‘ b ! unt he fa hat MAS piace 4 whole 
‘ wed t rred ranae ‘ iN ii flere jroug f i} k at by i j 
‘ ” @ boundat ne | x 
The foregoing fa ra gignificantiy educe the number 
hiterne ves that 4n be implemented without i irrent ’ ne VEL und emphasizes tha MA leofte 
actions er which the age les have iittie ni trol manaqgemern' f disease Lea itside the park and 
? the te f Montana 


C DEFICIENCIES IN THE DEIS 


10 The DEI goes not provide @ acientifi analy: ’ 
We have noted that there are a number! f deliciencle i the bi I irrying capacity of the ranges in the 
the VE! nese defi encies are aptured in the fol wing MAs to determine the number bison for wi } 
etatements: forages would be avallable and the number f bison 
each SMA uld support mn mild and severe winters 
I The zoonotic nature of the disease (i.e. the The number of bison proposed to overwinte nm the 
disease is tranamissible from animals to man is MAS ranges from vero (alternative 5 ip to 500 
discounted and transmission potential is minimized head (alternative 2). We geriously doubt that 
there are sufficient forages to support this number 
2. The DEIS does not nsider brucellosis as a disease f bigor Even though the size of the largest SMAs 
in bison and the potential impact of the disease or consists of 566,994 acres f additional and 
he genetic make-up of YNP bison. managed preferentially for bison (1,138 acres per 
bison), ittle of this land appear to be suitable 
,, The DEIS proposes actions that rely on ideas and for bison winter range. 
plans that are not legal under current iaw and 
rule, ll. The DEIS does not explain that the largest SMAs 
would not have aitigated the number f bison that 
4. Impact of the establishment of SMAs on the state of migrated out of the park in 1996. SMAs would be 
Montane is discounted and the effectiveness of SMAs ineffectual without population controls. 


in resolution of the YNP brucellosis issue is 


highly overstated. Statistical values for disease prevalence at year 


2011 are questionable. We question the validity 


The DEIS fails to emphasize that SMAs can y be the numbers, but even using DEIS numbers, disease 

permitted in the state of Montana as long a: incidence would only be reduced by approximately 

Montana continues to cooperate with the NPS Per 50% by 2011, except for alternatives 5 and 6, 

Judge Lovell in Pund for Animals Case. 

13. Bison population estimates and projections are not 

6. The DEIS does not explain that acquisition of lands based upon science or carrying capacity of YNP - 

for SMAs, funds for purchase of lands, and the DEIS does not present scientifically defensible 

availability of the lands for purchase are in data to support the population objectives. We do 


not believe such data exists. This belief is 
supported by the recently announced study, directed 
by the U.S. Congress, that commissions the National 
National Academy of Science to 

f Unqulates 


doubt 


Fe The DEIS does not explain that SMAs are de-facto 


expansion of YNP and are not justifiable based upon Research Council 
conduct a study of Population Dynamics « 


on the Northern Range. It is our understanding 
that the study is to evaluate natural regulation 
and population dynamics in management of wild 
ungulates on the Northern Range. 


the protected number of bison that would use the 
SMAs under each alternative. 
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The DETS does not analyze the impact f spread of 


bruceilosia from bison to cattle. While the rigk 
may be iow it is not tero (NAS Report p, ! 

Should trangemiasion occur the impact to the 
affected producer and to the cattle induatry of 
Montana will be severe. Because of the nature of 
the disease, detection may be delayed for some 
period of time before the disease is diagnosed. A 
number of herds in several states uld be impacted 
before the disease is discovered juch an impact 


must be carefully analyzed before a iinal 
alternative is selected. Cattle from the Greater 
Yellowstone Area are routinely exported to as many 
as twenty-three states and up to seven foreign 
countries. 


The value of the livestock industry to the two 
impacted counties is discounted, as is the cost t 
ranchers to mitigate the threat of transmission 
from bison. 


The value of a disease free YNP bison herd is not 
addressed in the DEIS. Many pages are devoted 
discussion of the non-market benefit of the YNP 
bison herd. However, f the bison herd were free 
of brucellosis excess bison could be provided to 
Native American Tribes to establish bison herds, 
excess bison could be sold to help defray the cost 
of maintaining a disease free herd, or disease free 
bison could be allowed to move outside the park. 


The DEIS does not address the fact that the term 
“free ranging” (DETS, p. 28) as defined in the EIS 
sould be equally applied to bison in other public 
herds in the U.S. such as Wind Cave National Park. 
Brucellosis was eradicated from the Wind Cave bison 
herd through a “natural management” program (p. 

108, NAS Report) without impacting the “wild free 
ranging” character of the herd. The seroprevalence 
rate in Wind Cave bison was very simiiar to the 
seroprevalence rate in YNP bison. 


The DEIS discounts that bison are not true 
migratory animais. They are nomadic. They move in 
search of food. Movement of bison from YNP is 
based upon population size and availability of 


feed, SMAs will not ontain bieon without 
mcertea efforts by the state of Montana 


The DEIS does not explain that while YNP is not a 
mplete ecosystem for bison without the add! ! 
of SMAs, it would not be a complete ecosystem, ever 


with the addition of the proposed SMAs. 


The DETS does not address the potential impact of 
brucellosis on Black and Grizzly Bears in YNP. 
Recent sampling of bears (K. Aune as reported to 
the GYIBC, September 17 16, 1998, Gardner, 
Montana) revealed that 4.5% of Black Bears and 
21.2% of Griezly Bears sampled were positive tc 
brucellosis serological tests. No scientific 
research has been conducted to assess the impact of 
brucellosis on these species and the potential that 
these species could be a source of disease to 
cattle or other wildlife species through direct or 
indirect transmission 


The DEIS does not address brucellosis in elk. 
While the level of seroprevalence in northern 
Yellowstone elk appears to be quite iow, the 
jisease is present. Additionally, the 
seroprevalence in elk in other portions of the GYA 
Jackson herd and Wyoming feedgrounds) is quite 
high (approximately 37%). Elk may serve as a 
reservoir for reintroduction of brucellosis to 
bison. Brucellosis must be addressed in bison and 
elk concurrently 


D. ACTIONS OR CHANGES NECESSARY FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF 
ALTERNATIVES 


x 


The state of Montana would have to amend its laws 
and rules in order to implement bison hunting which 
is proposed for alternatives 3, 4, and 7. 


The Montana Department of Livestock would have to 
amend its legal authority to implement alternative 
2 since this alternative would allow untested 
brucellosis infected and exposed bison to occupy 
large SMAs outside the park. 


The Montana Department of Livestock would have to 
amend its legal authority to implement al! 
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alternatives which utilize the new definition of private citizens. Additionally, all alternatives 
“low risk” bison proposed in the DEIS except 5 and 6 (phase 2) place the burden on the 
landowner to request relief from marauding and 
4. The Forest Plan for the Gallatin Forest would trespassing bison. Such a burden is a direct 
require amendment to eliminate public land grazing threat to public safety, public property and 
1) alternatives 2, 3, and 7, livestock owned by the private property owner. 
Such a burden is unreasonable, since the landowner 
5. Owners of private lands would have to be willing to cannot prevent the trespass of the bison onto his 
sell their private lands to fully implement lands. 
alternatives 2, 3, and 7. 4. Livestock producers will be placed in a position 


of risk of disease transmission and will have to 

6. The Montana State Veterinarian and the Montana bear the cost of preventive measures. 
livestock industry would have to accept additional 5. Livestock producers could lose the ability to 
risk of transmission from bison in order to fully utilize grazing allotments in severai of the 
implement alternative 2, 3, 4, and 7. alternatives. 

; 6. In alternatives 2, 3, and 7 livestock producers 

/. State Animal Health Officials in the other 49 will be forced to modify their paaenee fy or bear 
states would have to be willing to accept Montana’s the consequences of disease exposure. 
higher risk cattle without additional restrictions 7. Private landowners may be placed in a position 
= order to may suplement alternatives 2, 3, 4, © that their only option is to sell their property 
ipmese 2), and '. to the federal government. 

8. The state of Montana will have to assume a huge 
financial burden to manage bison that migrate into 
the state from YNP. 

9. The NPS escapes the burden of public harassment 
and condemnation and defers that burden to Montana 

E. RELATIVE BURDENS IMPOSED BY IMPLEMENTATION OF because actions to address populaticn and disease 

ALTERNATIVES are conducted outside YNP in alternatives 1, 2, 3, 

4, 6 (phase 1) and 7. 


8. YNP would only be required to change its policy of 
natural regulation in order to implement 
alternatives 5 and 6. 


Alternatives 1, 2, 3, 4, 6 (phase 1) and 7 of the DEIS 
imposes unrealistic and unjustified burdens on the F. DEIS RELATIVE TO THE NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL, 


state of Montana, owners of private lands within the NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCE REPORT ON BRUCELLOSIS (1998) 


SMAs, and the livestock industry of the state. At the 


same time the burden on NPS and YNP is relatively 
small except in alternatives 5 and 6 (phase 2). 1. The DEIS downplays the significance of brucellosis 
to wildlife, to cattle and as a zoonotic disease. 


These burdens include the following: 


1. The burden to control bison population size is a. Comments on Brucellosis from the NAS final report, 
placed upon the state of Montana in alternatives 1998: 
1, 2, 3, 4, 6 (phase 1) and 7. 
2. The state of Montana will be required to change * NAS, p. 3 - “By authorizing USDA to regulate 
its legal authority to implement several of the brucellosis transmission in cattle, the federal 
alternatives. government has demonstrated concern that although a 
3. Alternatives 2 and 3 would force changes in cattle low risk, brucellosis poses a potentially great-loss 
operations upon private citizens (ranchers). This situation in terms of potential economic 


is an unacceptable infringement on the rights of consequences and possible human health effects”. 
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® NAS, p. 9 - “If public opinion and political 
directions are aligned to a common goal, and if 
long-term commitments can be made by the federa) 
departments and agencies involved, it is likely that 
brucellosis can be eliminated from YNP without loss 
of iarge numbers of bison or loss of genetic 
diversity”. 


® NAS, p. 25 ~ * Painful lesions in genital organs of 
bull bison appear to affect fertility and libido; 
males with painful testes do not compete 
successfully in breeding. That, with lameness that 
can result from brucellar arthritis and bursitis, 
reduces that ability of males to breed”. 


* NAS, p. 27 - “Brucellosis has beer eliminated from 
many managed bison herds using the same protocols as 
are applied to cattle (i.e. vaccination and 
culling)”. 


® NAS, p. 36 - "The data that are available suggest 
only that the true prevalence (of brucellosis) is 
not zero and might vary from 12% to 100% in bison, 
and from 1% to 38% in elk." 


* NAS, p. 36 - "B. abortus has been shown to cause 
abortion in bison from YNP". 


® NAS, p. 36 - " Recently, B. abortus biovar 1 was 
isolated from an aborted fetus found near Old 
Faithful and a stillborn calf was located outside 
the YNP". 


® NAS, p. 36 - " Data on a retained placenta from a 
bison shot and sampled on the north side of YNP 
established that B. abortus infects the placenta 
and causes abortion in bison in a manner similar to 
its effects on cattle.” 


® NAS, p. 37 - " Experimental studies show that bison 
are more susceptible to brucellosis than cattle or 
elk: nearly all infected bison aborted their first 
calf". 


*® WAS, p. 37 - " In the GYA, B. abortus is unlikely to 


be maintained in elk in the absence of the bison 
reservoir and if the elk feeding grounds are 
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closed". 


NAS, p. 40 - * Horses used by rangers and those 
brought into the GYA by park visitors for 
recreation are susceptible on contact with tissues 
or fluids of infected elk or bison”. 


Commenter’s Response: 
it is important to recognize that brucellosis has 
been eliminated from other bison herds, such as Wind 
Cave National Park and Custer State Park. 


It is important to note that the issue of bison 
leaving the Park is not just about brucellosis. In 
addition to risks of disease transmission, bison can 
harm livestock, as well as cause property damage. 
They also pose a threat to human safety. 


It is important to note that all alternatives leave 
an unacceptably high estimated seroprevalence rate 
as late as the year 2011 ( 23-28%) except 
alternatives 5 and 6, which are estimated to be 0% 
by year 2011. 


The issue of eradication of brucellosis is critical 
in that it not only affects producers in the area 
adjacent to the Park, but throughout Montana and 
other states as well. In addition, it is important 
to note that brucellosis is a zoonotic disease, and 
that human infection with Brucella abortus has been 
reported in the GYA (Brucellosis in the Greater 
Yellowstone Area, NRC report, 1998). 


The significance of the change in definition of iow 
risk bison that is utilized in several alternatives 
is not explained. This change is contained in 
Appendices (pp. 369-371) but is not explained in the 
context of the alternatives. Such a change in 
definition of low risk bison could result in spread 
of brucellosis to cattle and have a significant 
negative impact on the state of Montana. We are 
strongly opposed to implementation of the definition 
of “low risk bison” as defined in the APHIS letter 
on pages 369, 370 of the Appendices. Low risk bison 
must continue to be classified according to the 
definition of low risk bison originally developed 
for the Interim Plan. The reasons for rejecting the 
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revised definition as described in the letter from 
Dr. Gertonson, which is printed on page 371 of the 
Appendix, are all valid. In addition, the age and 
pregnancy status of female bison cannot be 
accurately determined without close examination of 
the animal. Infected bulls may breed with domestic 
cows (Research has not been conducted to prove that 
bison bulls cannot transmit the disease venereally). 
One and two year old females may become pregnant (As 
reported by Dr. Tom Roffe to the GYIBC, September 
18, 1998, Gardner, Montana). If infected, this 
class of animal would be highly subject to abortion. 


2. Inacouracy in DEIS relative to the Uniform Methods and 
Rules for Brucellosis: 


* p.40 DEIS - Inaccurate Statement. “The Anima) and 
Plant Health Inspection Service’s Uniform Methods and 
Rules for Brucellosis Eradication and relevant 
regulations offer sterilization as an option to 
livestock producers with brucellosis-exposed cattle.” 


® Commenter’s Response: The forgoing statement is 
misconstrued in the DEIS. The UMéR provides that 
calves in infected herds can be neutered and then 
removed from the herd without restriction. 
Seropositive adult cattle in infected herds are 
removed from the herd and shipped to slaughter. 
Adults that remain seronegative are retained in 
the herd until it has been declared to be free of 
brucellosis. Should the herd be depopulated all 
intact exposed animals would be shipped to 
Slaughter. While neutering of adult animals may 
be an option, it is not often utilized. 


3. DEIS Inaccurate or Incomplete Statements Regarding 
Culture of Brucella abortus: 


* DEIS, p. iv., in the Summary: Incorrect statement 
under Diagnosis: “The only sure way to know if an 
animal had the disease is to slaughter it and 
culture tissues from several locations for 
bacteria”. 


@ Commenter’s Response: Brucella abortus can also 


be isolated from milk or udder secretions, biopsy 
of lymph nodes and culture of reproductive tract 
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exudates or discharges from live animals, and 
from fetal and placental materials at the time of 
e»ortion or calving. 


DEIS, p. iv., in Summary is a very misleading 
statement under Diagnosis: “In Yellowstone bison, 
agencies have used a blood test for the presence of 
Brucella antibodies. For a number of reasons, these 
blood tests tend to overestimate the number of bison 
actually harboring the bacteria. Difficulties in 
isolating the bacteria from tissues and other 
factors have alsc meant fewer positive culture tests 
than the number of infected bison”. 


@ Response from Commenters: it is common to obtain 
fewer positive culture tests than the number of 
infected animals in cattle as well. This is not 
a phenomenon that should cavse doubt on the 
diagnosis of brucellosis in the Greater 
Yellowstone Area. The ability to culture 
Brucella ig significantly related to the 
sampling, handling, shipping and culturing 
technique, and is dependent upon Brucella being 
present for culture in the sample collected. 


DEIS, p. 17 of the Summary - Incorrect Statement: 
“ Killing suspect animals generally is necessary to 
obtain adequate samples for bacteriologic tissues.” 


@ Response from Commenters: As discussed above, 
killing animals is not necessary. Udder 
secretions or milk can be collected for culture 
as well. Although this would not be an easy task 
in bison, it is possible, and is a technique that 
may be used with suspect animals in a quarantine 
facility in order to diagnose the cause of titers 
in those animals. 


DEIS, p. 20 - Misleading Statements: “It is 
possible that, although brucellosis may be endemic 
in this bison herd, few of the animals are capable 
of transmitting the disease. This suggestion is 
supported by noting the discrepancy between the 
frequency of seropositive animals in samples 
collected at various times since 1917 and the 
frequency of culture positive animals in samples of 
tissues collected during 1991-92 to determine the 
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presence of #8. abortus’, 


*® Response from Commenters: As the next sentence 
states, “ Because of the technical difficulties 
in the isolation of 8, abortus trom bison 
tissues, the recovery rate is typically lower 
than the seroprevalence would suggest. Thus, aa a 
negative culture does not provide conclusive 
evidence that the animals’ tissues are free of 
bacteria, all seropositive animals are currently 
considered to be potentially infected”. This is 
not unique to bison, it is also true for cattle 
tissues. in addition, the recent frequency of 
culture positive animals is not as low as this 
narrative seems to indicate. Out of 32 animals 
that were shot or euthanized between March 1995 
and January 1997, which were identified as 
reactors serologically, 12, or 37.5% of those 
animals were culture positive. (Philo, testing 
done according to GYIBC protocol). 


a. Comments Regarding Culture from the NAS final 
report, 1998: 


* NAS, p. 4 “Recommendation: Because of testing 
insufficiencies, seropositive bison should be 
assumed for management purposes to be carrying live 
B, abortus”. 


® NAS, p. 21 “ The small numbers of 8. abortus in 
lymphoid organs are stimulated to replicate during 
preqnancy and to infect the reproductive tract”. 
This would explain a mechanism by which an animal 
could very well be culture negative, but could pose 
a high risk of transmission at a later date, such as 
during pregnancy, when the Brucella would be 
proliferating”. 


* WAS, p. 21 “The small numbers of positive bacteria) 
cultures that are obtained from a chronically 
infected herd do not come from the same individuals; 
that clearly indicates that the number of infected 
females is always greater than the number that are 
shedding or bacteremic at a given time”. 


® NAS, p. 30 regarding culturing of Brucella; “But in 
chronic infections with few organisms per gram of 


tissue, large samples must be used,..Bacteria can 
reside only in one small part of a lymph node, so 
the entire lymph node must be sampled for 
appropriate detection”, 


NAS, pp. Ji-32 “Multiple serologic and bacteriologic 
Culture tests done over time are the only reliable 
methods to determine infection in live animale”, “ 
It 48 more probable (hat any discrepancy between a 
Clearly positive serologic test and bacterial 
culture is due to culture techniques”. “The 
discrepancy in GYA bison between the high percentage 
of seropositivity and the much lower percent of 
bacterial isolations is most likely due to culture 
techniques”. 


NAS, p. 34 “It is dangerous to assume that large 
numbers of seropositive animals do not carry live 8B, 
abortus. The occurrence of latent carriers among 
cattle (heifer syndrome) is widely accepted, and 
experimental evidence indicates that they occur 
among bison and elk”. 


DEIS Statements Regarding Transmission 


DEIS, p. Vv. in Summary - comments under alternative 
Interpretation of Risk: “It is possible thet, 
although brucellosis may be endemic in the 
Yellowstone area bison herd, few of the animals are 
capable of transmitting the disease. This 
suggestion is supported by noting the discrepancy 
between the number of bison that test seropositive 
for brucellosis but are culture tissue negative”. 


© Response from Commenters: The evidence of 
approximately 50% seropositive bison in the area 
strongly indicates that transmission is 
occurring. As discussed previously, culture 
technique has a direct affect on the ability to 
isolate the organism. Culture positive animals 
are themselves infected with the organism and are 
very likely to transmit the disease when the 
organism is located in the reproductive tract. 
However, culture status alone is not a direct 
indicator of ability to transmit the disease. 
Seropositive animals, especially those with very 
high titers, may be harboring the organism as 
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weil, yet may be culture negative if the organiam 
i@ in insufficient numbers at the location 
cultured, or if culture technique is such that 
isolation is not likely. 


DETS, p. Vv: Inoorrect Statement: ‘This 
discrepancy and the infrequency of observed 
abortions tn the Yellowstone bison herd (usually 
required for transmission of the disease between 
cattle) has led to the theory that the primary 
route of transmission among cattle (abortions and 
birthing events) may be different from that among 
bison. In bison, the bacteria may be transmitted 
through milk”. 


@ Response from Commenters: There is absolutely no 
evidence to indicate that transmission among 
bison is any different than that of cattle in 
chronically affected herds. In such herds, 
abortions are not commonly seen, yet transmission 
occurs during infective parturitions, in which 
the calf and the placental materials are teeming 
with Brucella. These infective birth events, 
combined with the interactive behavior of bison 
at the time of parturition, would ensure 
continued transmission in the herd. There is 
absolutely no evidence to support the supposition 
that transmission occurs primarily through the 
milk in bison. Although transmission may occur 
through the milk to a nursing calf, transmission 
most likely primarily occurs through the 
processes of abortion and/or calving, as in 
cattle. 


Comments Regarding Transmission from the NAS final 


report, 19986: 


NAS, p. 5 - “Epidemiologic evidence, particularly 
that from GTNP and the National Elk Refuge (NER) 
points to transmission between free-roaming bison 
and elk and cattle”. 


NAS. p. 16 - * The same species of B. abortus occurs 
in cattle, bison, elk, and sometimes other wildlife 
species, and transmission of 8. abortus among 
cattle, bison, and elk has occurred in captivity, 
which documents their common susceptibility and the 
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potential for transmission in the wild”. 


NAS, p. 19 = “At the time of abortion or birth of an 
affected calf, transmission of 8. abortus to other 
animals occurs through contact of oropharyngea) 
tissues of a susceptible host with contaminated 
materials, usually by touching, licking, or 
ingestion of placental membranes and fluids”. 


NAS, p. 46 = * The chance of nonvenereal 
transmission between the sexes is increased because 
of this protracted courtship behavior". Perhaps 
this explains why so many bison bulls are infected? 


NAS, p. 46 ~ * Still, the two most probable sources 
of 8. abortus transmission are abortion or birth 
when infectious materials are in the environment. 
Because of long exposure of bison to B. abortus, 
they respond to it like a chronically infected 
cattle herd in which selection for genetic 
resistance has occurred". Comment: Or perhaps low 
levels of exposure to subinfectious levels of 
bacteria create some degree of resistance in 
chronically affected herds. 


NAS, pp. 48-49 - " Abortion by B. abortus -infected 
females is a more serious risk factor for disease 
transmission than is normal birth.” *.. timing 
places most abortions in the winter when both bison 
and elk are concentrated.” *.. In addition, 
disruption of normal hormonal controls results in 
retention of placentae in bison and failure of the 
females to clean up the birth products.” 
‘..Purthermore, at the typical time of abortion, 
winter temperatures and moisture would favor 
survival of 8. abortus in the environment, as would 
sequestration of B. abortus in larger masses of 
birth tissue not consumed by the female”. 


NAS, p. 79 - " The risk of transmission is 
determined largely by the number of abortions that 
occur, the presence and survival of 8. abortus in 
placental exudates, and the exposure of a 
susceptible host through an appropriate tissue 
barrier”. Comment: May also occur with infective 
births as well. 
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NAS, p. 80 - * Tranamission of brucellosis from 
naturally infected captive bison to cattle has been 
reported; captive bison under range conditions in 
North Dakota were in contact with beef cattle during 
the winter. Bison-to-cattle tranemiasaion in Arkansas 
has also been reported". 


DEIS Ketablishes Population Objectives for some 
Alternatives and Creates Extensive GMAs to 
“Provide winter range for bison outside YP, 
Without Scientific Justification: 


@ Commenter's Response: 


® The area outside Yellowstone National Park over 
which bison would be abie to range (e.g. SMAs) 
without interference from agencies needs to not 
be oxpanded, or expanded only minimally if 
expansion is necessary. Expanding the boundaries 
for normal movement of bison will only delay the 
problem of dealing with the bison that wander 
outside of allowed areas. This additional range 
area could possibly allow for increased 
population growth as more forage is available, 
which could therefore resuit in the bison needing 
to wander even further. Addressing the bison 
population size that the current range can 
support seems to be a more logical method of 
dealing with the range area. If increased SMAs 
become a necessary part of the bison management 
plan, then only seronegative, vaccinated, non- 


until such time as the bison population grows to 
fill this area, and then even more land wil) be 
needed, 


@ it is important to note that “requiring livestock 
owners to modify their operations is not a legal 
option”. (DEIS, p. 41). However, a sentence on 
p. 30 states that “none of the alternatives 
retained for analysis was outside the agencies’ 
legal constraints”. This appears to be a 
contradiction that may delay any plans to modify 
cattle operations in the vicinity. Modifying 
livestock use ia a part of several of the 
alternatives. In addition on the comments for 
alternative 2, p. 67, the following statements 
are made; “Determining which lands were 
appropriate for such changes, which owners were 
willing to sell, and negotiating compensation 
would take time”, and “ it is likely that, should 
some lands be acquired, bison would be allowed on 
them while others were the subject of continuing 
negotiations”. 


@ Allowing bison on some newly acquired property, 
while negotiations are continuing on adjacent 
property for a potentially long period of time, 
could very likely increase the potential of 
cattle/bison interactions, and cause an increased 
risk of transmission to the cattle populations. 


pregnant animals should be allowed in these ®. Comments Regarding Population Size, Natural 
areas. Regulation and Range Expansion - from Brucellosis in 
the Greater Yellowstone Ares, MRC final report, 1998: 


ec9 


@ In alternative 2, bison would not be captured or 
slaughtered by agencies, and all existing capture 
facilities would be dismantled. This is 
unacceptable, as there is no mechanism for, or a 
commitment to the elimination of brucellosis, 
which is clearly one of the objectives of the 
DETS. In addition, the cost for acquisition of 
land as described in alternative 2 is estimated 
to be approximately $44.1 million - also 
unacceptable, especially in light of the fact 
that acquisition of additional lands will not 
solve the problem of infected bison moving 
towards susceptible cattle. Additional lands 
only delays the need to deal with the problem 
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NAS, p. 6 - “Finding: Bison leave YNP as a result of 
an increasing population and harsh winter weather, 
and under current management practices within the 
boundaries of YNP, the bison population wil) 
continue to grow”. 


NAS, p. 58 - * None of the weather variables or 
indexes shows a significant correlation with bison 
moving out of YNP; indeed, none is even suggestive. 
Only estimated bison population size is 
significantly related to the number of bison 
migrating out of the park”. 
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NAS, p. 58 = "Above a population of 3,000, bison 
show the greatest probability of moving out of YNP". 


NAS, p. 60 ~ "Relatively mild winters that have 
thawing followed by freezing might be more difficult 
for bison than severely cold winters with deep 
snow". 


NAS, p. 61 = “Bison population size appears to be 
the overwhelmingly significant variable controlling 
movement of bison out of YNP*. 


NAS, p. 62 - “Hard winters contribute to natural 
mortality inside YNP as well, and this is part of 
natural requlation". 


NAS, p.66 - * The lack of stabilization of bison 
population growth over time since the natural- 
regulation policy was adopted suggests that bison 
have expanded like a wave front across suitable 
habitat in YNP with little diminution until now they 
are pressing against the borders of YNP in winter". 


NAS, p. 68 - * Absolute population growth rate was 
essentially constant before and after bison began to 
use groomed roads; this finding suggests no 
substantial influence of snow grooming on 
demographic performance. There seems to be little 
supporting evidence of an ultimate effect of road 
grooming on bison population dynamics”. 


NAS, p. 69 - "It will be difficult to prevent bison 
from moving where they please". 


NAS, p. 120 - *..Bison, in contrast, have not yet 
shown evidence of natural regulation over the range 
of numbers recorded, and their geographic expansion 
has already exceeded the boundaries of YNP. Natural 
regulation of bison in YNP appears to be 
unlikely...Although brucellosis has catalyzed the 
recent controversy, the fundamental issue is the 
need to respond to burgeoning bison numbers that are 
overflowing the park boundaries.” 


NAS, p. 122 - “..Bison, however, have shown no 
evidence of regulation, but only of range expansion. 
The likely consequence of shifting the boundary of 
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protection from YNP to surrounding public lands is 
that bison, and perhaps elk, populations will simply 
increase further, shifting the boundary to a new 
pointeprivate lands-where even greater numbers of 
bison will have to be dealt with.” 


G. USAHA RECOMMENDED ALTERNATIVE 


After a careful study and evaluation of all seven of 
the alternatives contained within the DEIS, we have 
concluded that none of the alternatives are acceptable 
as written. We therefore recommend the selection of 
Alternative six with the following alterations as the 
preferred alternative: 


1. In the spirit of adaptive management as recommended 
in the NAS report (pp. 122, 123, NAS Report), 
immediately devise and implement an RB51 calf and 
yearling vaccination program in YNP to evaluate 
delivery systems and gain practical vaccination 
field use data for RB51 vaccine in YNP bison. RB51 
vaccine has been shown through several trials to be 
safe in bison calves. At the same time continue to 
develop efficacy data. Waiting for a “perfect” 
vaccine is a futile effort, as no such vaccine will 
ever exist. 

2. Utilize empirical data from domestic bison herds 
and other public bison herds as the basis for 
implementation of adaptive management techniques 
(pp. 122, 123, NAS Report) for adult vaccination of 
bison with a reduced dose of RB51 until such time 
as efficacy studies on adult bison are completed. 
Such an effort should begin with seronegative adult 
females as they are processed through capture 
facilities. MWote for parte 1, and 2 of this 
subsection: A computer model, as presented to the 
GYTBC on September 18, 1996 by John Gross, Colorado 
State University, strongly suggests that 
utilization of a vaccine, even one that has a low 
to moderate efficacy, could significantly reduce 
the prevalence and risk of tranamission of 
brucellosis in bison and elk populations. 

3. The ten-year time line for phase one should be 
reduced to a five-year time line. Within the five- 
year period of time, there shall be an increased 
percentage of bison vaccinated annually, which 
should include adult vaccination. Initiation of 
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phase two could be delayed if annual seroprevalence 
shows 4 statistically valid measurable reduction in 
risk of transmission to livestock species, from the 
benchmark of assigned risk, as result of a 
comprehensive vaccination program. After year 
five, the standard used to measure risk reduction 
will be seroprevalence. If seroprevalence cannot 
be determined or remains the same, phase two should 
begin immediately. Vaccination must be continued 
until eradication of brucellosis from bison and elk 
of the GYA has been achieved. 

4. Eliminate the West Yellowstone SMA. Only test 
negative bison will be allowed west of Seven Mile 
Bridge. Bison approaching the west boundary must 
be captured or destroyed by NPS personnel before 
they reach the west boundary. Captured bison may 
be returned to the interior to the park or removed 
to an approved quarantine facility. 

5. Reduce the proposed SMA on the north side of the 
park to the Little Trail Creek/Eagle Creek Area. 

We are strongly opposed to the establishment of any 
SMAs in Montana, however, we can accept this 
reduced SMA because of its designation as wildlife 
habitat since its acquisition in the late 1980s. 

6. Bison hunting could be allowed in the Little Trail 
Creek/Eagle Creek SMA should the state of Montana 
determine hunting is in the best interest of the 
citizens of the state and the state legislature 
approves bison hunting. We are not opposed to 
hunting of bison. We are opposed to the promise of 
a bison hunt as a guise to gain approval for SMAs. 

7. jkEstablish up to eight capture facilities throughout 
YNP as described in the original alternative 6. 

The facilities would be utilized to test and 
vaccinate animals in phase two of the modified 
alternative. 

8. Utilize an approved quarantine facility for sero- 
negative bison captured at the Seven Mile Bridge 
and Stevens Creek. The quarantine facility could 
also be utilized as part of the “adaptive 
management” strategy to evaluate the effectiveness 
of vaccines such as RB51 in seronegative aduit 
bison and gain practical knowledge about the 
vaccine. 

* A quarantine facility should be constructed and 
put into operation as soon as possible if it is 
to be an effective alternative to destruction of 
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seronegative bison. The facility should be 
located in an area that is far removed from 
cattle herds. The current Brucellosis Uniform 
Methods and Rules requires the facility to be 
located within or adjacent to YNP or Grand Teton 
National Park. A facility could be ideally 
located adjacent to the capture facility at 
Stevens Creek. Another alternative would be to 
locate a quarantine facility near the capture 
facility at Seven Mile Bridge. Other possible 
locations could be in the Lamar Valley at or near 
the “Buffalo Ranch”, or in the Madison River area 
near the west boundary. All of these locations 
are close to the bison herds so transportation 
and stress to the animals could be kept to a 
minimum. Additionally, these locations would 
retain the bison in the YNP environment and would 
keep quarantined bison away from cattle 
populations. 
The alleged “major adverse affect” on the nesting 
pair of Trumpeter Swans at Seven Mile Bridge could 
be mitigated allowing the establishment of a 
capture facility. 
The potential “adverse affect” on Grizzly Bears 
that might be caused by the reduction in carrion 
available to bears in phase 2 of the alternative 
couid be mitigated by providing seropositive bison 
captured during phase 2 to the bears. Rather than 
send all seropositive animals to slaughter, some 
animals could be destroyed and placed in the same 
areas that bears have grown accustomed to finding 
bison carrion. 
Bison population objectives for alternative 6 are 
based upon estimates of removals through intrusive 
management. The population size is not in any way 
based upon a scientific evaluation of the capacity 
of the ranges of YNP to support the population. 
Based upon the data contained in the EIS (pp. 146, 
147), the maximum population that YNP can support 
without egress of large numbers of bison from the 
park is 1,800 - 2,000. We strongly recommend that 
the bison population be kept to a maximum of 1,800 
head until such time as scientifically valid 
research is conducted, by non-partisan range 
management experts, to prove that YNP has the 
capacity to sustain larger populations of bison and 
other ungulates. 
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4 Alternative 4 


Alternative 6 with the forgoing amendments could be 
Same as alternatives 1 and 3. 


implemented without change to existing state and | 
federal laws or regulations. We believe this amended 
Searapasee rH oo purpose of action and | 2 Sstamuantee S 
" 8 each of the nine stated objectives of the | 8 alternative is the only one of the seven 
DeTS ime strongly urge that this amended alternative | pg ony that could be implemented without change 
e implemented as the preferred alternative. n authority and without additional NEPA compliance. 

| While this alternative is the most desirable from the 


H. RATIONALE FOR REJECTION OF ALTERNATIVES standpoint of brucellosis control and has a negligible 
impact on genetic integrity of the bison population, 
We reject the proposed alternatives contained in the the alternative may not be acceptable to some of the 
DEIS for the following reasons: public because large numbers of bison would be 
destroyed in the short term. However, in the long 
1. Alternative 1 term, this alternative would probably result in the 
Represents the status quo. It places a huge burden on loss of fewer bison than the other alternatives. 


the State of Montana. It does not adequately address 
the brucellosis issue. It has already resulted in the 6 Alternative 6 
presence of high risk, untested bison in the west SMA. Extensive SMAs in phase 1. Does not provide for 
It is proven to be an unsatisfactory approach to the quarantine of seronegative bison. No scientifically 
No specific measures are in place to insure that the | two for 10 years. Phase 1 would increase risk of 
bison population will remain within a given range. transmission. 

| 

| 


2 Alternative 2 7 Alternative 7 


Risk of brucellosis transmission to livestock is Extensive use of SMAs. We reject this alternative for 
highest in this alternative. Requires the acquisition same reasons as 1, 2, and 3. The alternative does 

of private lands and public grazing allotments. The nothing to address brucellosis in YNP or reduce risk 
source of monies to purchase private lands has not of transmission. It does set an upper limit on the 
been identified. The alternative depends on bison population, but does not contain realistic 
alteration of livestock use, which the cooperating mechanisms to achieve the population objective. 


agencies lack the authority to impose. Allows 
untested brucellosis exposed and infected bison to 
inhabit SMAs. Current Montana law does not allow 
bison from an infected herd to freely range in 
Montana. Does not adequately address brucellosis 
control. 


Relies on extensive SMAs. Will have increased numbers 

of bison in the SMA. Does not adequately address 
disease control. There will be a higher risk of 
transmission to livestock in the SMA and bordering the | 
SMA. Hunting will disperse bison, pushing them beyond 
the borders of the SMA. Modification of cattle 
operations and allotments is unlikely. Requires a 
change in Montana law to allow hunting. 


3 Alternative 3 
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October 3, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Ms. Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

P. O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom and EIS Team: 


Below are my specific comments on the draft FIS for the interagency bison management 
plan. | feel my comments are objective, scicnce-based, and reflect my expertise on many of the 
scientific and medical aspects of the draft EIS. During the past 25 years | have had the 
opportunity to work with both domestic ruminants and wildlife ruminant species as a 
veterinarian. | am a board-certified specialist in both internal medicine and clinica! nutrition. | 
have done research on Anaplasmosis in white-tailed deer (published in the Journal of Wildlife 
Diseases) and on parasitic diseases of coyotes. | have consulted on nutrition and health problems 
in the bison and musk oxen housed at the San Francisco zoo. | have consulted with many private 
parties that raise bison for a variety of reasons. | have also performed diagnostic tests on samples 
from bison from the National Bison Range. The problem of Brucella infection in the bison of 
Yellowstone National Park is not a complicated one from a scientific viewpoint and hopefully 
the National Park Service and the other involved agencies can solve it quickly and inexpensively. 


Brucellosis is « Public Health Threat. The primary reason Brucellosis is of such 
concern in bison, cattle, and other species is because of the possible spread to humans through a 
variety of potential contacts (infected milk, placentae from infected females, infected tissues at 
slaughter, etc). Brucella abortus causes undulant fever in humans, a devastating disease for the 
individual patient with many potentially life-threatening sequelae. The USDA and state 

of agriculture have essentially eradicated the disease from cattle in the United Statec 
after several billion dollars and several decades of diligent work. The most significant remaining 
concentration of infection is in the bison of Yellowstone. Brucellosis as a public health issue 
was the “E. coli 0157:H7" of the 1950's. Tools to eradicate Brucellosis were developed and 
implemented and these same tools need so be applied to the Yellowstone bison herd. 
Vaccination (including adult vaccination), serologic testing, and strict culling procedures could 
be implemented without delay to contro} and eliminate this disease in the bison. As a last 
thought on the urgency of eliminating Brucellosis from the Yellowstone bison, | offer this: 


“What will be the National Park Service's response, when a pregnant woman or child develops 
undulant fever after picking up and handling a freshly aborted fetus in one of the meadows in 
Yellowstone Park?” 


Animal Welfare Concerns for Yellowstone Bison. \n the majority of instances, 
Brucellosis causes abortion in the femaies and is asymptomatic otherwise. However, many 
anitaals do develop infectious arthritis or orchitis, both conditions are very painful and 
debilitating to the individual animals affected. The continuation of the high level of Brucellosis 
infections in the Yellowstone bison is impossible to justify from the animal welfare aspect alone. 


Brucellosis Eradication in Bison. Many private bison herds have attained and/or 
maintained Brucellosis-free animals. The availability of vaccines, serologic tests, identification 
and tracking systems, and veterinary medical expertise should make the task of eliminating 
Brucellosis from bison in Yellowstone relatively simple. The vast overpopulation of bison 
within the park should be an advantage in this situation. The herd can be quickly reduced in 
number by the use of strict culling of Brucelia-positive or Brucella-suspect bison, vaccination of 
adults and selected young and re-introduction to the range. This much smaller, Brucella-free 
herd could be allowed to increase in size with less intervention for subsequent monitoring. 
Additionally, these Brucella-free bison could be transported across state lines and not interfere 
with the nationwide Brucellosis eradication program. 


Risk of Transmission of Brucellosis to Domestic Animals and Man. The EIS discusses 
in several sections the unknowns related to assessing the risk of transmission of Brucellosis. 
This discussion seems very much misdirected. The risk is there, no matter how small, and the 
means to eliminate this risk are at hand. It seems irresponsible not to get on with the job of 
eliminating Brucellosis from the Yellowstone bison. This type of discussion will all become a 
moot point when a park visitor or employee develops undulant fever and starts a process of 
litigation. | think all crazens would be best served by eliminating this disease from the bison. 


Specialized Management Areas. The Alternatives that contain SMAs as part of the plan 
seem totally out of place. The problem is the high incidence of Brucellosis in the bison (up to 
50% in some surveys). To include overrun areas of infected animals seems ridiculous. If one 
wanted to clean up the problem, you would decrease the effective boundaries of the park. If one 
wanted to increase the problem, you would create an SMA. The inclusion of SMAs makes one 
wonder about the goals of the National Park Service. The use of SMAs with a severely Brucella- 
infected herd of bison begins to look like a potential land acquisition plan by the Park Service. Is 
this the case or does it just appear to be’’ 


Management Alternatives. Wve the best alternative may not have been written yet, the 
most promising possibilities in the EIS are Alternative 5 or Alternative 6 (without the SMAs). 
These alternatives get to the heart of the problem, have short time frames, are inexpensive, and 
have the greatest chance of success. The National Park Service and associated agencies should 
set goals (i. ¢., elimination of Brucellosis, 3 year time frame, etc.) and work toward those goals 
by whatever methods necessary. To simply lock im an alternative plan, may be counter- 
productive. The preferred alternative (Alternative 7) does not aggressively address the problem 
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of Brucellosis in the bison. It 1s a passive program that allows too much time to elapse and 
therefore, will never get the problem resolved. Also, it looks to have a heavy component of land 
acquisition included. If the Park Servic: needs more land for Yellowstone, that should be 
addressed separaic!y 


There is an urgency to solve this problem of Brucellosis in the Yellowstone bison. Once 
that problem is solved, many of the ancillary conmderations will simply disappear | would hope 
the agencies involved wil] aggresstvely work to eliminate Hruceliosis as a threat to public health, 
domestic animals, and to the bison themselves We all have a responsibility to manage these 
resources to the best of our abilities and knowledge To simply let “nature take its course” after 
we have changed the basic structure of (hings over the past 200 years ts irresponsible and 
undefensible 


Soon M nes Wn 


Diplomate, American College of Veteriaary Nutrition 
Diplomate, American College of Veteri ary Internal Medicine 


cc: George P. Radanovich 

Richard Pombo 

Ehton Gallegly 

Dr. Richard Breitmeyer 
Dr. Gary Weber 

Diane Feinstein 

Jim Peterson 

Sarah Braasch 

Cindy Garretson- Weibel 
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September 3, 1998 
Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 
P. O. Box 25287 


My name is Kim Christy. | am Vice President of Public Policy for the Utah Farm Bureau 
Federation. The Utah Farm Bureau is (he state’s largest general farm and ranch organization and 
represents over 22,000 member families, including the majority of Utah's agricultural producers. 
We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for the Interagency Bison 
Management Plan for the State of Momana and Yellowstone National Park 


Our comments today largely align with the sentiments expressed by the Montana Farm Bureau at 
an earlier nearing. We too are very concerned with maintaining Montana's class free status 
regarding brucellosis. To that end, we have reviewed the seven alternatives presented in the 
draft and support alternative 5, the aggressive eradication of brucellosis from Yellowstone 
National] Park bison Alternative 6 may be acceptable if the Montana Department of Livestock 
were given the authority to manage spo2al management areas (SMAs). 


As pointed out in the Draft EIS, brucellosis is a non-native disease that was introduced to the 
park in the carly 1900s. The disease causes wildlife and livestock to abort their unborn fetuses 
and can occur in humans as undulant fever. Due to the eradication of the disease in caiUe and 
pasteurization of milk, it is not as common now as in the past, but it is stil] a threat. And 
although it is rarely fata! in bumans, it is no doubt a debilitating disease. While the Draft E1S 
states that there have been no documented cases of buffalo transmitting brucellosis to cattle in 
the wild, the scientific community has not aligned with that conclusion. 


It has been stated that an objective of the park administration is to manage a wild, free ranging 
population of bison. The key word here is manage. Wildlife numbers and discases are 
effectively managed outside the park in a variety of ways. Moreover, fish populations within the 
park are managed through regulation, bears are managed by removing problem bears, sometimes 
lethally, and even wolves are penned, vaccinated, moved and removed. Yet the seemingly 
ineffective pon-management of large ungulates ‘~amely bison and elk) in the park is inconsistent 
with the management strategies of other wildlife species and appears to be an arbitrary, 
politically motivated experiment that is not working. 
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September 3, 1998 
a {OSA 
We believe that this politically motivated strategy subjects the park to degradation by * 
exceeding range land carrying capacities. Bison migration relates to animals secking forage an. ke ye yt Utah Swommobite 


as such, a management alternative should be supported which maintains bison and clk 
populations si levels that keep the animais in the park. The Draft BIS suggests that the park can 
sustain between | 700 and 3500 bison. The carrying capacity for these and other ungulates 
should be specifically established withr: the park before any alternatives are supported by the 
administration. In addition to umpacts «on vegetative resources, the Draft EIS should address 
unpacts on riparian resources, water quihty, and other wildlife species at various bison/elk 


population levels. Bison Management Team 
Natone! Perk Service Sarah Bransom 
Alternatives 2, 3, and 7 propose the acquisition of lands and/or easements north of Gardiner and | 4 
possibly beyond the west boundary aren in the future These alternatives should not be supported | Canvas, 
because they: Deas Team 
10N, The Utah Snowmobile Association has received the Bison Plan Draft EIS and concludes the 
* do not provide any movement towards disease eradication or prevention, encanto te best aan spr damatin. The \tsh Snecma dam Deanpiaes 
of 15 clubs and over 2,000 individual snownobiers our members 
* teeta ee comanintarern emrauere amin nesar 
ultimately pose significantly negative health and economic consequences to the During the years in which the popularity of snowmobiling in the Park has grown from its beginnings to its 


current use, the 1960's to the present, the [ison population expanded tremendously The expanding bison 
population was not managed to init herd size to the carrying capacity of the perk The expanded herd 
size estimated at 3.600 animate exceeded the feeding capacity of the pert in the winter conditions of 1006- 
97 A property managed herd size would heve evoided the large die off and hunting mortality experienced 
in the spring of 1997 Alternative 7 is the only altemnative that would provide for a property managed herd 
size and therefore is the USA's recommenced alternative. 


There is NO evidence snowmobiling in the perk has negatively affected the bison herd Many winter park 
Visitors enjoy wintertime in the perk including viewing the bison Any plan that would restnct or reduce 
winter use would remove thet opportunity from the public with s corresponding negative economic impact 
on the surrounding communities Yellowsto ve should be maintained for the benefit and enjoyment of all 
the people. 


livestock industnes in several western states, 


© would not improve the situa son of over-population of bison and/or elk in the park, 
and 


© would lead to continued resource degradation by overgrazing an even larger arca. 


SMAs will effectively expand the boun faries of the park and increase the risk of disease 
transmission by making the proximity «f bison to cattle occupying adjacent private lands and 
federal grazing allotments unacceptable However, if the state veterinarian had the authority to 
revoke an SMA, or change the timeline: of use if other states or APHIS threatened to remove 
Montana's class free status, we may support that as an acceptable option. 


In closing, we question the validity of the draft’s assessment of nonmarket values and social 
cost-benefits associated with the seven alternatives. It appears that the value of attaining a 
disease free bison herd attributed to alternatives 5 and 6 has boon examined only in the context of anew 


decreased bison numbers rather than th: benefits attributed to a healthy, disease free herd. 
Moreover, the economic ramifications to the livestock industries in Montana, Idaho, Wyoming, 
and possibly other states are not adequately addressed in the Draft. If these states lose their class 
free status for brucellosis, it could cost livestock producers millions of dollars and increased 
management burdens. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comunent on the Draft EIS. We hope that you will favorably 
incorporate our concerns into the final EIS. 


“For those who ride the greatest snow on Earth” 
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October 9, 1998 


Subject: Comments to the Draft Environmental) 
Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison 
Management Plan for the State of Montana and 
Yellowstone National Park. 


To: Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

ATTN: Savah Bransom DSC-RP 

Post Office Box 252867 

Denver, ©O 80225-9901 


Dear Me. Bransom, 


We have ceviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statemen'!: for the Interagency Bison Management 
Plan for Montane and Yellowstone National Park. 
Our comments are provided on the attached pages. 


We thank you for the opportunity to comment on 
this important public wildlife and Yellowstone 
National Park management issue. 

Please keep us informed on the progress of this 
initiative. 


Sincerely, 


Gerald &. Gordon 
Chairman of the Board 
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Utah Wildlife Federation 


UWFB : Buffelo.6 
Beptember 20, 1998 


Subject: Comments to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the State of Nontana and 
Yellowstone National Park. 


To: Bison Management Plan BIS Team 
National Park Service 
Sarah Bransom DBC-RP 
Post Office Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Upon completion of our review of the Subject Draft EIS, we provide 
the following comments for the record and your consideration. 


1. General Comments. 


a. The draft EIS states: “The purpose of proposed 
interagency action is to maintain a wild, free-ranging population 
of bison and address the risk of brucellosis transmission to 
protect the economic interests and viability of the livestock 
industry in the state of Montana.” 


b. With that stated purpose in mind, we are aware of the 
fact that the management of the Yellowstone National Park bison 
does not lend itself to a simple solution. However, your comp) ex 
draft EIS makes the analysis of the problem and recommendation for 
resolve an enormous challenge to both the non-professional natural 
resource advocates as well as professions! natural resource 
managers. 


ec. After our review of each proposed alternative we 
suggest that none of the proposed alternatives (if implemented as 
now written) will achieve the stated “purpose”. 


2. Specific Comments. . 


We support Alternative 3. Management with Emphasis on Public 
Hunting with the following changes. 


a. The plan should include public hunting as the primary 
method of population control. We realise thet even limited hunting 
will be as strongly opposed as extensive hunting therefore, the 
plan should include hunting as the primary population control. 
Man, and other predators, have a long history of playing a major 
role in animal population control and maintaining healthy herds. 
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We also believe that if hunting is presented in a positive image so 
that it does not create an anti-hunting/slaughtering image, hunting 
“ill be accepted as a proven method of population control. 


If we read the draft #18 correctly, at present 65 buffalo hunt 
permits are planned to be authorised for the Yellowstone buffalo 
herd of approximately 3,500 bison. As you probably know, Utah has 
a free-roaming herd of 380 (275 wintering population) buffalo in 
the Henry Mountains area in southern Utah. Utah usually issues 38 
permite annually. Uteh has authorised an extra 35 permits this 
year because the annua! 10 percent harvest did not contro] the herd 
growth. Predation in the Yellowstone ecosystem only explains part 
of the disparity in harvest needed to control) herd numbers. 
Montana's ranchere could gain income from assisting such buffalo 
hunts which could help pay for brucellosis immunisations, etc. 


b. It is stated in the EI86 that bison have not impacted 
Yellowstone Park elk. We have trouble accepting that there is not 
a major forage overlap between bison and elk. If there are 
reductions in bison populations, the likely effect is an increase 
in elk populations resulting from forage increase and reduced 
displacement by bison. Without a plan for managing elk, the effect 
could be to have « further increase in elk numbers with the 
inevitable crash and long term damage to habit. Some professionals 
are saying that the Yellowstone elk herds are already too high and 
are destroying the habitat. The plan shouid address coordination 
between elk and bison management along with managing other 
ungulates and predators. 


c. We also support the Seven Point Plan submitted by the 
National Wildlife Federation, that is: 


(1) Establish a buffalo health certification 
center. 


(2) Scientifically manage the Yellowstone area's 
buffalo. 


(3) Acquire additional winter ranges and key 
migration routes. 


(4) Adjust cattle grasing patterns on public lands. 
(5) Vaccinate cattle consistently and routinely. 


(6) Develop a vaccination program inside 
Yellowstone. 


(7) Bvaluate winter management of Yellowstone's 
roads. 


ad. Additionally, we also support the “Common-Gense 
Strategy to Bison Management" submitted by the Montana Wildlife 
Federation which includes: 


(1) Recognise buffalo as wildlife and put wildlife 
professionals in charge of critical management decisions that must 
be made with scientifically based data including population 
control, available forage, land mass and carrying capacity. 


(2) Maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo, by 
ensuring their (buffalo) access to public lands outside Yel! owstone 
Park and direct agencies to develop a program to acquire winter 
range lands or easements through public purchase from willing 
sellers to expand available range. 


(3) Provide incentives to modify livestock 
operations for greater winter foraging opportunities for buffalo 
outside the park, reduce contact between cattle and buffalo, and 
provide compensation for damage to private property. 


(4) Relocate buffalo to Native American 
reservations or public lands or utilise a regulated harvest to 
control herd size. 


(5) Reduce or alter grazing allotments on public 
lands where buffalo and cattle may come into contact. 


(6) Require mandatory vaccination of all cattle 
within the Greater Yellowstone Area. 


This concludes our comments. 


Chairman, Board of Directors 
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September 10, 1998 
Bison Management Plan EIS Team, National Park Service 
Attn: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
PO box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-9901 


To Whom It May Concern: 

We, the seventh grade science class believe that the bison of Montana and 
elsewhere should be protected. Not by farmers, ranchers or cattlemen, but certified 
wildlife conservationists. We also believe that as an alternative to destroying bison, 
healthy buffalo should be moved to Indian Reservations and other public lands where 
they belong. Buffalo must be allowed to roam free on public lands and if found on private 
land, they should be treated humanly. 

Therefor we support the Moatana Wildlife Federation im their effort to put the 
“Citizen's Plan” into action, 

Many of us have seen Bison at many state parks and 200's and believe that they 
are wonderful creatures that should be protected to the fullest extent. 

We hope that you take our letter into serious consideration and hope that policies 
will drastically change in order to save the buffalo population. 


Sincerely, 
7th Grade Science, 


re a 
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September |0, 1998 
Bison Management Plan EJS Team, National Park Service 
Atta: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
PO box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-9901 


To Whom It May Concern: 

We, the seventh grade science class believe that the bison of Montana and 
elsewhere should be protected. Not by farmers, ranchers or catthemen, but certified 
wildlife conservationists. We alo believe that as an alternative to destroying bison, 
healthy buffalo should be moved to Indian Reservations and other public laeds where 
they belong. Buffalo must be allowed to roam free on public lands and if found on private 
land, they should be treated humanly. 

Therefor we support the Montana Wildlife Federation in their effort to put the 
“Citizen's Plan” into action. 

Many of us have sven Bison at many state parks and z0o's and believe that they 
ace wonderful creatures that should be protected to the fullest extent. 

We hope that you take our letter into serious consideration and hope that policies 
will drastically change in order to save the buffalo population. 


Heor lrriasp” 


Tth Grade Science, 
Valley Middle School 


VALLEY SnoDRIFTERS 


Snowmobile Club 


October 5, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS 
National Park Service 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 60225 


To Whom It May Concern; 


This letter is in responce to the Yellowstone National Park 
and winter tourism. We are opposed to the Alternatives 2,3, 
5 and 6 because of the harmful effects on the winter tourism 
and recreation. We do support Alternative 7 because it 
establishes a capacity within the Park for the bison and it 
also manages the population of the bison accordingly. It is 
very important to manage the bison population in the Park 
because of the food supplies. When there is to many animals 
and not enough food this is when they start to roam and 
leave the Park in search for food sources. Winter of course 
is the hardest on the animals, so providing them with adequate 
food is very important in keeping the herds calm. 


So far there has been no studies to prove that snowmobile 
use and trail grooming have any negative impact on bison 
and other wildlife in Yellowstone National Park. 


When our Club held a ride in Yellowstone we not only appre- 
ciated the groomed trails, but were in ave of all the wildlife 
we were able to see. The beauty of the Park is there for 
everyone to be able to enjoy year round. Because of the size 
ot tnePark no typical individual could tour it without a 
motorized vehicle. 


Remember the Park is "For the benefit and enjoyment of all 
the people”. 


Sincerely 


SuxShaclr 


So 


cc: JM - Pres. 
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August 20, 1998 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


Many Virginia Wildtife Federation members have visited Yellowstone National Park, and we are 
concemed about the slaughter of Yellowstone buffalo in Montana. One of the main reasons we chose to spend our 
vacation dollars visiting the Park is to vew buffalo and other wildtife We consider Yellowstone's buffalo herd to 
be a valuable resource - too valuable to be squandered needlessly. We do not have to destroy Yellowstone's buffalo 
to protect Montana's cattle from brucellosis. 

In our opinion, the Park Service's draft Environmental Impact Statement for the interagency Bison 
Management Ptan for Montana and Yellowstone falls short on many levels. With this letter we ask that you rework 
the EIS and put forth a management plan based on solid science and common sense. 

Nome of the alternatives presented im the draft EIS would resolve the brucellosis issue Rather, 


both livestock producers and wildlife. But the livestock industry must take its fair share of the responssbility 

To our knowledge, there has never been a documented case of brucellosis transmission between wild 
buffalo and range cattle and the threat posed by buffalo to Montana's livestock is very small. Given that total 
eradication of brucellosis in Yellowstone is impossible, the price of chasing this pipe dream is wo high The 
agencies must manage for risk reduction as the more appropriate expenditure of the public's tax dollars. 

The inter/Tribel Bison Wildlife Federation's Seven Point Plan takes a rational, 
scientific approach to resolving the conflict. We, of the Virginie Wiidlife Federation, support this plan which 
features several important points lacking im the preferred alternative. The draft EIS, for example provides no 
easurances that buffalo will be allowed to range on public lands out side the perk. Nor does it ensure that buffalo 
captured and placed in quarantine would ever make it out alive to be transferred to tribe] governments, public land. 
or wildlife agencies. The ITBC/NWF pian covers all these bases. 

We feel that buffalo should remaim a public trust resource and should be managed by wildlife 


We appreciate your careful and thoughtful considerstion of our comments. 


Daal d Ashe 


Donald W. Hinchey 
President, Virginia Wildlife Federation 


DWH/vj 
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> A n Cattlemen's Association 


October 22, 1998 


| submit the following comments on th: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the 
Interagcacy Bison Management Plan fcr the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park. 


After a 60 year long struggle to eradicate cattle bracellosts and with over $3 billion being spent, 
the US is finally nearing eradication of brucellosis from the nations cattle herd Yet our own 
government who assisted us with the fiyht against this devastating discase is now the one who is 
harboring the last remaining be! bed fo the disease. Brucellosis eradication is not only critical 
for the cattle industry, but the disease poves a serious public health threat if it 1s not controlled. 
It will also seriously impede «a ability to open trade opportunities with Canada, such as the 
regsonalization of animal heal.h requirements as well as with other countnes. The DEIS offers 
no alternatives that will eradicate Brucellosis from the Yellowstone Bison herd and this simply 
1S not acceptable. 


SE ee eee 

eliminate brucellosis. However, using Special Management Areas (SMA) to solve the bison 
problem is not an acceptable approach. This approach will only broaden the risk of problems to 
areas outside the boundanes of the park. 


| ask that you draw your attention to the United States Anima! Health Association's comments 
on the DEIS and address the concerns that are revealed in this document. There is no preferred 
alterative that is acceptable. However, alternative 6 should be implemented if the suggested 
modifications of the United States Aninval Health Association are made. 


Sincerely, 

RM 4. at 

Bill Bennett, WCA Anima) Health Chairman 
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Sarah Bransom 
206.63. 146.64 P.O. Box 25287 YEU 4S 3¥ 
Sunday, November 1, 1996 - 15. 52:28 pm EST Denver, Colorado 90225 
om September 16, 1998 
c organization: Washington State Snowmobile Association 
comments Dear Ms. Bransom, Deas Ns. Bunsem, 

lam writing on behalf of the Washing on Wildlife Federation to support the Citizens’ Plan to 
in regards to the DEIS for the Interagency Bison Management Plan, | urge support protect the buffalo of Yellowstone National Prrk. As the state affiliate of the National Wildlife 
tor Akemative 7. Federation, we have long supported sc entifically sound management of wildlife by professional 

wildlife , 
it is the most practical altemative providing the least negative imacts on the park. —- 
Bison should be managed to the confines of the park and overgrazing forces them We believe that the “Preferred Alternative” continues a practice that is based on the myth that 
to stray. tnson infected with brucellosis cam transmit the disease to cathe. As you know, there has never 

been one documented case The Washington Wildhfe Federation supports management decisions 

Several snowmobilers from snowmobiling in the park last rooted m good science, not politics. Esch year milhons of Americans and visitors to this country 
winter and many retum you for providing a rewarding experience flock to Yellowstone Nationa! Park to experience the astounding natural features of the region 


and we hope to be able to do it egain in the future. 


The present system of transportation in the park is the most practical, safest, most 
economical way of touring. Plowing could threaten lives and closing areas would The Citizen's Plan 1s good common se ase and good science. It encourages lamdowners to 


including a vital component of America’s natural heritage - the buffalo. To allow the slaughter of 
| 

deny the public access to enjoy the park. | become a part of the solution by offer 1g moentives to reduce contact between cattle and buffalo. 
| 
| 


this American icon to serve a smgle cc nstituency 1s unconscionable. 


It encourages a more holistic management plan by ensuring that buffalo herds have access to 
Please keep me on future mailin ) lists Public lands outside of the park. 
Sincerely The buffalo of Yellowstone are under ‘he stewardship of all of the American people. It is the 

4 responsibility of the state and federal sgencies to manage them for the future. The Washmgton 
Glenn Warren | Wildlife Federation endorses the Citizen's Plan. 
| 7] ? 
{ea fete 
Vice-President ‘ 


On 


Lv9 


Yell -/e7OF 


Bison Public EIS Comment 


ti 


WESTERN WILDLIFE HEALTH COOPERATIVE 


September 21, 1998 


Sarah Bransos 
Interagency Bison Mgat. Plan 


90 Box 25287 YELL. 33 


Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 
Dear Sarah: 


The Western Wildlife Health Cooperative (WWHC) is an association 
of wildlife health professionale from western state fish and 
wildlife management agencies that combine their expertise and 
resources to address all interstate wildlife health issues. The 
WWHC also serves as a stunding advisory committee to the Western 
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies. As such, the WWHC has 
a major stake and interest in the management of brucellosis in 
elk and bison in the Greater Yellowstone Area (GYA). We would 
like to take this opportunity to comment on Draft 
Environmental I Statement (DEIS) for the Interagency Bison 
Management Plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National 


Prom the perspective of professional wildlife disease managers, 


it is t that state and federal agencies work toward the 
elimination of introduced’ diseases such as brucellosis in bison 
and elk. However, these disease problems must be ched from 


an ecological perspective rather than as conventional domestic 
animal diseases. Solutions must apply principles of wildlife 
management as bar ok pe dinease management and consider ecological 
consequences o ons. 


As currently outlined in the DEIS, none of the proposed 
alternatives are acceptable to the WWHC. There are elements of 
several alternatives, pasticularly 6 and 7, that when combined 
provide a reasonable and achievable method for the aanagement of 
brucellosis in bison. 


The ppetereee alternative with significant modifications could 

” ae and logical approach to managing diseased 
ison in Yellowstone National Park. We suggest the following 
changes and considerations for the development of the modified 
preferred alternative. 


1. The overall objective of the management plan should be to 
strive for the eventual elimination, not just control or 
risk management, of brucellosis in bison and elk in the GYA. 


ALASKA © ALBERTA © ARIZONA © BriTisH COLUMBIA © CALIFORNIA © COLORADO © FEDERAL AD HOC © HAWAR 
IDAHO © MONTANA © NEVADA ® New MEXICO © OREGON © SouTH Dakota © UTAH 
WASHINGTON © WYOMING © YUKON 
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The elimination of brucellosis will require «a long-term 
Commitment to various management actions by various 
participating agencies. 


Management Plans for the control and elimination of 
brucellosis in bison cannot succeed if a parallel plan for 
elimination of the disease in elk is not initiated. Despite 
the stipulation on page 46 that the issue of brucellosis in 
elk is the scope of this environmental impact 
statement" is misleading to infer that the proposed 
alternative aco eliminate brucellosis in bison in the 
absence of any elk management plans. 


Long term vaccination of bison with a safe and efficacious 
vaccine should be a major component of the preferred 
management plan. Vaccination programs should be implemented 
es soon as safety and efficacy studies are completed even 
though other key elements of management may not be in place. 


We do not consider the devel and operation of a 
quarantine facility an appropriate wildlife management tool 
to be empl inside the boundaries of YNP or operated by 
the National Park Service. If quarantine facilities are 
utilized, they should be at a location that 
would not negatively impact annual migration and habitat use 
and operated by animal health authorities in a manner that 
demonstrate they can be humanely handle bison. Preferably 
these facilities should be located some distance from the 
Park, but within the GYA where brucellosis facilities should 
be located some distance from the Park, but within the GYA 
where brucellosis already occurs. 


Captured or quarantined bison that are brucellosis free 
should be returned t» YNP whenever the population goals and 
objectives of the plan are not met to maintain a viable 
population. It is highly questionable to use the quarantine 
facility as a source of live bison for tribal governments or 
other lics when these bison could be returned to YNP to 
maintain the genetic and biological integrity of this herd. 

quarantine: bieon to tribal governments or other 
publics should only be conducted under strict constraints to 
avoid the commercia:. exploitation of oy ge | owned wild 
free-ranging bison by the acquiring entities or by managing 
agencies dispersing the bison. 


To enhance managemert flexibility we recommend increasing 
the population threshold from 2500 to 3500 as suggested for 
alternatives 3 and 6. This increase would lessen the 
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ef various » actions and allow more bison 


to fully inhabit the Park. 


We support the devel«pment of special management areas | any 
outside the Park which allow natural bison sigrat 

These areas allow bison movement beyond 
political 


Public hunting, as to agency culling, is the 


Bag / 

but feel additional hunting in the western SMA is also 
needed as outlined in Alternative 3. To effectively control 
bison lations, ail designated SMAs should be considered 
for fa hunting as a management tool. 


Vaccination of adult domestic cattle potentially in contact 
with bison should be required along with periodic testing 
> would = preserve the brucellosis-free status 
of border sta 


We appreciate your consideration of our input. If you have 
questions or require acditional informati not 
hesitate reached at or my 
e~mail is: 
Sincerely, 


Q. 


James. C. de , or. 
Chair 
Western Wildlife Health Ccmmittee 
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Monday, November 2, 1996 - 19:55:11 pm EST 
a lastname: Coefield 


Comments on the Draft EIS on Bison Management in Yellowstone and Montana. 


Summary: 


The DEIS that you have submitted to the public is fatally flawed. It demonstrates a 
grave lack of perspective as well as lack of | iological evidence to backup its 
altematives. It's range of altematives is not satisfactory, nor does it contain a true 
no-action altemative. it will only result in further conflict and death of buffalo. It will 
not solve any purported disease conditions, as its scope is limited to only buffalo. It 
is culturally insensitive, as it does not fully consider tribal interests. It is a bowing 
down to the cattle industry, and serves only to legitimize and perpetuate the 
massive tax subsidies that have greased the public grazing lobby for decades. The 
DEIS does not address legimate issues of species viability as mandated by the 
ESA and NEPA, as there was no formal consultation with the USFWS. The 
population limits are arbitrary and capricious. 


The DEIS fails to property address purpose and need; has poor alternatives that 
focus on managing bison, not the true issues of brucellosis and cattle; fails to 
analyze a true no-action altemative, a violation of the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). Its *no-action’ altemative permanently implements the Interim 
Bison Management Pian, the same plan that allowed over a thousand bison to be 
slaughtered last yeer. A true no-action alternative would allow the bison to occupy 
its winter range unfettered, on public land outside the Park. 


Only by implementing an altemative like Pian B will the EIS meet the needs of all 


interested parties. it is the only sane thing to do. Any other path will only 
perpetuate this tradgedy and lead to further conflict. 


Further Comments: 


The DEIS allows the lead agencies to control bison in ways that woukd domesticate 
the last free-ranging wild herd in the United States. The alternatives proposed do 
not allow for the purpose of action “to maintain a wild, free-ranging population of 
bison and address the risk of bruceliosis transmission..." if bruceliosis was truty the 
concem, then other wildlife that carry brucellosis like elk would also be included to 
address the risk of reinfection trom elk to bison. This DEIS also fails to consider 
altemative ways of managing brucellosis that would have minimal impact on bison 
and other wildiife. 


The “no action” altemative is not a true no-action allemative, which is a violation of 
NEPA (National Environmental Policy Act). The DEIS does not consider revoking 
the management of the last free-ranging herd of bison fron the Montana 
Department of Livestock, which is a conflict of interest, over to Fish Wiidlite and 
Parks. Until this happens the bison will be managed in a way that does not protect 
them as wildlife but treats them as livestock. In a property constructed EIS a 
preterred altemative would consider the impacts and costs of separating cattle 
trom wildlife on bison and elk range, and would assess realistically the actual, 
rather than the perceived threat of brucellosis transmission. 

My criticism centers around basic issues of noncompliance with NEPA: 

* the DEIS's failure to properly address purpose and need; 

* lack of @ true “no-action altemative"; 


* jack of presentation of the full range of reasonable altematives. 


The DEIS's altematives all are unacceptable because they ail: 
* restrict buffalo trom their traditional habitat and winter range; 


* contain extreme management techniques that ultimately will result in the 
domestication of this herd; 


* serve to placate the cattle industry's single-minded drive to decimate the buffalo-- 
an animal they see as symbolic of everything wrong with the federa! government. 
My criticisms extend to other issues: 

* the plan's inhumane treatment of buftalo--treating them as livestock, not wildlife; 
* expense —the DE!S throws millions of dollars ai a problern, that could be 
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addressed by much more cost effective means, created by the cattle, and will 
further grease the “welfare cowboys™ pockets at the expense of the buffalo and 
the taxpayer; 


* lack of conclusive research surrounding the brucellosis issue. There has been no 


Re eee ey 
eam. 


* impacts on threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, and other wildiite; 


Analysis of the DEIS 
DEIS's Failure to Property Address Purpose and Need 


if the purpose of DEIS is to “address the risk of the brucellosis 
transmission," then the agencies first need to stop foousing on buffalo and 
address all species that carry this disease. The actions that the DEIS 

takes to address the risk of brucellosis does not fit the purpose 

statement. The actual risk of brucellosis is scientifically unknown. The 

DEIS also plans for strict contro! over the buffalo in all alternatives, 
inoculation—all techniques at odds with the DEIS's stated 
purpose of “maintaining a wild bison herd." The inter-agency team even 
defined “wild bison herd" as one that is not routinely handled by humans. 
This goes against management techniques which the government proposes. 


Lack of No-Action ARemative 


The no-action allernative, which basically implements the Interim Bison 
Management Plan (revised in 1996), is not a true no-action altemative. 
The Interim Plan was responsible for the death of over 1,084 buffalo during 
the winter of 1996-97, in addition to natural deaths. The winter of 
1988-89 also proved to be an unfavorable year for buffalo with a death toll 
of 569. 1994-95 and 1995-1996 followed with a total of 860 buffalo killed. 
Further use of this plan only would siaughter more and more buffalo each 
year. The proposed no-action alternative does not uphold the purpose and 
need of this DEIS, and does not offer the public a true no-action 
altemative. A true no-action altemative would allow buffalo to occupy 
traditional grazing land undisturbed by agency actions. 


Allowing your no-action altemative to revert management to a document that has 


not undergone the NEPA scrutiny necessary to validate an E'S is a hidden attempt 
to avoid putting forth a true no-action altemative. It is a sham. A true no-action 
alternative is exactly that: A plan that does NOTHING. Not implement another 
failed government plan, not murdering innocent buffalo, not capturing and 
quarantining, etc. The chosen path of the DE/S will lead all the parties straight to 
court. 


Buffalo Management and Viability of the Species 


Buffalo have always roamed Yellowstone National Park undisturbed, and this 
is largest and oldest free-ranging population of buffalo in the United 

States. The Montana Department of Livestock (DOL) has been the main 
authority in charge of the management of the Yellowstone buffalo for too 
long. From the management techniques that the DOL uses, the buffalo have 
been captured, corralied, shocked with cattle prongs, and loaded on trucks 
to be taken to slaughter houses. This inhumane treatment causes injuries 


Yellowstone buffalo are wildlife and shouid be treated like all other 
wildlife in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (GYE). The DEIS states that 
in each alternative the buffalo would be continued to be managed by the 
DOL, a serious conflict of interest. The management needs to be turned 
back over to the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks. The 
buffalo need to be treated and classified as wildiife in the state of 
Montana. Buffalo are NOT cattle. 


The ESA does not look at domesticating the last vestiges of any remaining animal 
population as an adequate method of conserving their genetic diversity. The 
combined effects on the genetic viability of buffalo has not been addressed by the 
DEIS in violation of the ESA. If the prefered altemative is implemented, | will look 
towards petitioning the USFWS for listing the American Buffalo as threatened. 


The DEIS must look at plans that have minimal impacts on buffalo and other 
wildlife. If the Yellowstone buffalo are to remain a dynamic population, 
then protective measures need to be taken that will ensure that the herd's 


wildness is protected. 


Quarantining Buffalo 


The Inter-Agency Buffalo Management Team thinks that the quarantine of 
Yellowstone Buffalo will only affect “individual buffalo.” Not true--the 
whole buffalo herd would be affected if quarantine is approved. “By 
quarantining, family members will be separated. Socia! structures will be 
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destroyed or severely disrupted. Natural pattems of land use may be 
broken. And, knowledge that is normally passed on from generation to 
generation within the herd may be lost, states Virginia Ravndal, wildlife 
biologist. Some buffalo would be heid in quarantine for up to four years, 
breaking their wild spirit. The State of Montana claims that the 

quarantine will be one of the disease management tools. The real purpose 
of quarantining the Yellowstone buffalo is to ensure that buffalo do not 
roam free so they won't cause problems for livestock grazing on public 
lands bordering the park. The quarantine facilities used would be nothing 
more than a feed lot. 


Definition of Risk 


The DEIS claims that because the Yellowstone buffalo cary brucellosis, 
cattle are at risk of contracting the disease. The DEIS presents no 

conclusive scientific research that determines exactly what the risk is, 

and there haven't been any documented cases of transmission between cattle 
and buffalo in the wild. How can the agencies manage the risk of disease 
transmission when they don't even know what level of risk, if any, there 

ts. 


All the management tools in each altemative have not been approved yet by 
the agencies and never may be. The DE!S assumes that these actions will be 
approved. Quarantine facilities require that an Environmental Assessment 

be released for public comment, this would be delayed of course (it took 

the Inter-Agency eight years to put out the DE/S). 


Effects on Endangered, Threatened, Sensitive, and other Wildlife Species 


The DEIS states that the preferred altemative would have adverse impacts 
on buffalo, as well as wildlife species including the grizzly bear and gray 
wolf. The Stephens Creek buffalo capture facility, located at the northem 
entrance to Yellowstone National Park, already has caused adverse impacts 
to the pronghom antelope population, blocking migration pattems and 
causing confusion when they flee from predators. This facility would still 

be used in the preferred allemative, causing further disturbances in the 
pronghom antelope population. 


The methods for keeping buffalo in the designated special management areas 
(SMA's) would include hazing by the use of helicopters, cracker ba:reis, or 
horseback. The use of helicopter hazing this last spring violated baid 

eagle closure areas, and nesting areas were disturbed. These methods have 
and will impact bald eagles and other endangered, threatened, or sen: ““ve 
species” 


bs / 


It Atternative 6 was used by the agencies, there would be construction of a 
capture/quarantine facility in a trumpeter swan nesting area. The DEIS 
Claims that “this species may be affected by the location and operation of 
buffalo management facilities..." Trumpeter swans are a sensitive species, 
and there has been a decrease in population due to the amount of habitat 
available to these birds. There would be a disturbance of habitat and the 
agencies should not risk putting these birds under stress by taking their 
critical habitat. 


If the inter-agency DEIS team truly believes that their pian would be 
likely to adversely affect the grizzly bear, then they should request a 
formal consultation from the US Fish and Wildlife Services. The proposed 
buffalo management project is located within the Greater Bear Recovery 
Zone. The area is located almost entirely within management area 
Managemem Situation 1 (MS1), which contains grizzly population centers. 
“MS1 are areas key to the survival of grizzlies where seasonal and year 
——— under natural, free-ranging conditions... 

habitat components needed for the survival and recovery of the species or a 
segment of its population.” This statement in the DEIS does not justify 
how the inter-agency team is able to go on with any of the proposed plans 
when grizzly bear habitat is being disrupted. 


The potential land acquistuon, exchange and conservation easement package 


exchange is located near the Northem entrance to Yellowstone National 
Park. The Forest Service would give the Church Universal and Triumphant 
1,000 acres in exchange for 1,850 acres of conservation easement property. 
The area that the Forest Service is considering for exchange is located 
next to Mol Heron Creek, which is pri 2 grizzly bear habitat. This land 

swap will destroy critical habitat for the grizzly bears that make the 

Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem their home. 


What about the “Citizen's” Alternative? 


Management techniques that the DEIS mandates would domesticate the buffalo 
and cause genetic loss to the herd. Altemative 3 in the DEIS, known as 

the ‘citizen's allemative,” was developed by representatives from hunting 

and livestock interests, with input from a few conservation groups and the 

Inter Tribal Buffalo Cooperative (a tribal organization concemed with 
repopulating buffalo herds on tribal lands). This “citizen's altemative" 

is a combination of capture, test, slaughter, quarantine, creation of 

“special management areas”, and hunting—all management techniques at odds 
with the purpose of action “to maintain a wild, free-ranging population of 
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The agencies’ preferred aitemative states thai ft “involves many unknowns 
and assumptions about future conditions and available tools to manage the 
buftalo population.’ This “preferred aemative’ makes it difficult to 
understand exactly what kind of management operations could take piace. 
Both of these plans are not acceptable and would be worse than the current 
interim Bultalo Management Plan. All the management plans in the DEIS 
would put @ population limit on the amount of buffalo allowed in 
Yellowstone National Park. The purpose of the DEIS was not to decide 
population limits, and this type of a management tool will not ensure that 


the buffalo are a wild population. This population cap 
presently is not used in the imerin Plan, so the effects are 
unknown, but would prove to be deadly. 

The Welfare Cowboy 


“The tederal goverment charges the bargain rate of $1.35 per animal unit 
month, as opposed to $15 for grazing on nearby private lands. The 
remainder of the costs to administer the grazing are bome by 
federal taxpayers," states Christian Sinderman with Taxpayers for Common 
Sense. He also goes on to add, “This frank assessment leads to questions 
about why the government is spending millions slaughtering wildlife to 
protect subsidized cattie that are exposed to iittle risk... taxpayers pay 

to herd and corral wildlife, while domestic cattle enjoy their subsidized 
home on the range.” 


Use of inappropriate Management Tools 


The management techniques mentioned below are used in the various 
alematives in the DEIS. | think that the following management tools are 
unnecessary or unethical when used on buffalo: 


* quarantine taciities—buffalo would be kept in facilities for up to four 
years and then hopefully released to designated tribal members; 


* visual impacts—buffalo would be tagged and marked with a peroxide strip; 
* capture faciiities—buftalo would be lured with hay to the facility and 
hauled off to slaughter houses for the sale of the meat, hides, heads, etc. 
The revenue from this would go back to the DOL; 


* hazing—the use of cracker barrets (shooting firecrackers out of a rifle) 
and helicopters would be used to move buffalo long distances in a short 


amount of time. Used mostly during spring time, this has an adverse impact 
on pregnant females thai are ready to birth. Disturbs grizzly boars in the 
spring when they are emerging from hibemation; 


* hunting--there is no such thing as a “fair chase” buffalo hunt. Hunting 
\e not the eaue here; 


* population contrc!--the arnount of buffalo in Yellowstone National Park 
alone would be limited to an arbitrary number far below the natural 


carrying capacity, threatening the genetic diversity of the herd: 


* adverse impacts on wildiife—this includes all endangered, threatened, or 
sensitive species: grizzly bears, wolves, ungulates, bald eagles, 
trumpeter swans. 


What should the EIS planning team do? 


The planning tearm should look seriously at implementing Plan B. A preferred 
akemative in a properly constructed EIS would consider the impacts and costs of 
separating cattle from wikdiife on bison and elk winter range, and would assess 
realistically the actual, rather than perceived threat of brucellosis transmission. 
This would save the money, ensure the Montana's cattle industry 


maintained its status, and would avoid the negative publicity that 
Montanane have endured trough Montana Governor Marc Racicot's zero- 
tolerance buffalo policy.” 


A proper alternative would not incur the negative impacts associated with the 
DEIS's current preferred akemative: huge monetary costs, quarantine, 

widiite, vieual impacts (tagging and marking), capture facilities, hazing, and 
impacts on ungulates, grizzly bears, wolves, and other threatened or endangered 


| Support Plan B, the Buflaio's Aemative 


| support Plan B. Plan B is a biologist’s altemative that preserves the genetic 
diversity of the herd, treats them as wildlife, puts them under the management of 
wildiife experts, and gives the buffalo priority over cattle on public lands. This pian 
will ensure that the future of the herd as the nation’s last remaining free-roaming 
herd is not put in jeopardy. by Am yk hy eames 
cattle industry once again win the battle over wildlife. Plan B: 


* obviates any killing or confining of buffalo. 
* allows for buffalo to roam freely in the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem. 
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* does not limit the size or move nent of the buffalo herd. 


* does not accept that the livestcck industry has the expertise or the directive to 
manage the nation's wildilte-Butialo. 


* le based on science, not politics. 

* advocates scientific risk management. 

* reepects the cultural concene » Native Americans with strong ties to buffalo. 

* insists on taking only those actons demonstrated to be cost-effective. 

* ensures that buffalo receive prulerence over livestock on public lands. If conflict 
exist between wildlife and livestock on these lands, remove livestock, not buffalo, 
trom theee areas. 

* modifies Montana's “zero tolerunce’ policy to one more consistent with modem 
disease management, |.e., adop! scientifically-based levels of risk. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Cocfielkd 


Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn, Bon September |, 1998 


Thanks a lot. My name is Andy Schul heiss. | represent the Wilderness Society; not just the 
13,000 or so members in the Four Comers Region, which is the office | work in, but also the 
200,000 or so members nationwide. 


This is the hardest conservation issue I've ever worked on in 10 years of working on 
conservation issues, and as this is my second of these public hearings, I'm going address a 
slightly different issue than | did befor:. 


There is no solution to this problem, and | don't know if there is anybody in this room or anyone 
at the park service wiio believes there is a solution in the sense of eradicating brucellosis from 
the greater Yellowstone ecosystem. There is none. It's « goal that's approachable, it's not 
achievable. Or if it is achievable, it's achievable at such a great cost that it's not worth it. 


There is brucellosis in the ecosystem, noi just in the bison, but m the elk, and there is something 
like 50 times as many elk in the ecosy:tem as there are bison. Even in the absolutely desirable 
end, but even in the possibility that we could climinate brucellosis from the bison herd, there 
would still be a pool of Brucella Abortus, which is the organism, in the elk herd. It would be 
transmitted right back to the bison within a few years, and it might well be transmitted from elk 
to cattle. Elk, as everybody knows, not only migrate across the boundary like bison do, but have 
& greater range, and they don't congregate in as big of herds as bison. So it's an even bigger 
issue. Elk are not being addressed in this BIS. And so it's one of the ways where this is so 
frustrating to people who have been working on it for so long is that the proposed solutions don't 
seem to address the real problem and they don't get to the solution of the problem. 


But this conflict is no. about brucellosis. Brucellosis may be the weapon it's being fought with, 
but the conflict is not about brucellosis ; the conflict is about rangeland in an area where there 
isn't much. We have a conflict between about 2500 bison, the largest free-ranging wild bison 
herd in the Lower 48, versus shghtly less than 2,000 cattle which graze in spring and summer on 
public lands outside the park. 


it's time that we addressed the real question here, which is, what are the priorities? There are 
hundreds of thousands of cattle in Mortana, if not millions. I'm not willing to denigrate the 
potential loss to the ranchers who own the 2,000 cattle in the ecosystem, but we have to have a 
balance here. We have, on one hand, the American icon, the reason why people go to 
Yellowstone, the object in the foreground of probably two-thirds of every photograph that's 
taken in Yellowstone. A park, by the way, that survey after survey says is America's favorite by 
leaps and bounds, versus a tiny porcen age of the cattle industry in Montana, and | would remind 
everyone that the cattle industry is not the economic producer it once was in the state of 
Montana. Tourism, by the way, is a much more important clement of the economy in lower 
Montana. 
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So what's the solution? I'm not sure w at the solution is. | know that the Citizens’ Plan, as 
drafted by 10 or 12 environmental groups, is a step in the night direction, because it recognizes 
that the solution to the problem is mer: ly to keep cattle and bison separate, allowing cattle winter 
range north of the park and west of the park and keoping cattle off that range. It proceeds from 
biological reality, not political reality; | proceeds from the truth that the presence of elk in the 
ecosystem means that even eliminating all the bison won't solve the problem, and it proceeds 
from a wise and experienced outlook v'hich says that all ranching and all farming and pretty 
rauch all life is about managing risk. he risk in this case is vanishingly small, it is perhaps not 
even theoretical, so we can manage thet; we can compensate if the worst happens. But let's look 
at this as a balanced approach to manajying our public lands, not managing our public lands first 
and foremost for the benefit of the private economic interest. 


Thanks. 


Nov, 2, 1998 


I submit these comments on the Draft EIS for the Interagency Bison Management 
Plan for Yellowstone National Park and the State of Montana on behalf of The 
Wilderness Society. 


The Wilderness Socicty is a 200,000-member national organization dedicated to 
protecting wild lands in the United States. The Wilderness Society has a long history of 
involvemem in Yellowstone Park management issues, and we are are particularly 
concerned with the direction the biton management plan has taken. 


Yellowstone's bison herd is important because it is the last trace of the bloodline 
from the great bison herds that roanred the Great Plains and the West that bas remained 
largely wild. This herd is a national icon. It s0 symbolizes the vastness of the West and 
our public land heritage that it servis as the symbol for the Department of the Interior. 


Despite this rich legacy, it 1: the only species prohibited from migrating outside of 
Yellowstone National Park. The proposed management plan does little to change that 
pattern. Yellowstone's bison deser\ ¢ to be free roaming. Instead, the plan proposes 
continuing a ill-conceived practice >f fencing the park with sharpshooters to kill bison as 
they wander across park boundaries. 


There needs to be a bison management plan. But any management plan must 
incorporate the following points: 


SLNSIWWOD 


ss9 


YELL-14979 contd. 


© Bison should be managed by wildlife professionals, not the Montana 
Department of Livestoc.<. 

© Public lands adjacent to Yellowstone Park should be managed with a priority 
for wildlife. 

¢ Shooting, live removal or test and slaughter of bison inside Yellowstone's 
boundary is unacceptable. 

¢ Live removal to a quara atine facility s0 should be considered as long as bison 
are to go to other public lands or governments, such as Native American 
tribes. 


The plan as proposed gives an unrealistic weight to the risk of brucellosis 
transmission. We believe the possibility of brucellosis transmission to be so insignificant 
that it poses no real threat to lives ck or ranching interests. We propose establishing 
special bison management zones ac jacent to Yellowstone. These areas would be managed 
for wildlife first. Cattle do not need to be removed from the areas to accommodate bison. 
The risk of transmission is remote im reasonable efforts to keep bison and cattle apart, 
with a minimal period of separatior, is sufficient. Montana's past action of killing bison 
throughout the winter — even six months before cattle are expected to arrive on public 
lands — and killing low risk bison suggests an unwillingness on the state's part to accept 
reasonable conditions for separation. 


We must strike a better balance between managing wildlife and cattle in this plan. 
There are between 2,500 and 3,500 bison in Yellowstone park, versus at least |.2 million 
cattle in Montana. The number of cattle affected would be minimal and alternative public 
grazing allotments could be found, if necessary. Any bison management plan must allow 
for bison - a national icon — to mig ‘ate outside Yellowstone Park in search of winter 
range. 


Some alternative in the EIS call for test and slaughter of bison within the 
boundaries of Yellowstone Park. This would be in direct contradiction to park philosophy 
of wildlife management and contra:lict the park's direction to manage proposed 
wilderness inside the park boundary. Approximately 90 percent of the park has been 
recommended for formal wilderness designation. Any trapping facilities or shooting of 
bison inside the wilderness would te illegal. In addition, there is no scientific evidence 
that bison inside the park need to be culled. 


The Wilderness Society endorses the Citizens’ Plan(attached). The Citizens’ Plan 
manages bison as wild animals, minimizes human intervention in wildlife dynamics in 
Yellowstone National Park, and accommodates bison on winter range outside the park It 
also guarantees reasonable and effective measures to protect private property and 
livestock interests. 


Supporters of the Citizens’ ”lan believe the government's plan (Alternative 7) 
will continue an intrusive, lethal approach to managing Y cllowstone bison. We believe it 
is a bureaucratic, impractical and expensive system of capturing, testing, vaccinating, 
shipping, killing and selling large numbers of wild bison. It restricts bsions from using 


public lands outside the park. It ketps the Montana Department of Livestock in charge of 
crucial decisions affecting bison and the wild and natural character of Yellowstone Park, 
not wildlife professionals. And it continues a conflict that embroils the region's ranchers 
in a controversy that is damaging their industry. 


At the core of the Citizens’ Pian is designation of Special Management Areas 
(SMAs) outside Yellowstone Park. These areas would allow bison to roam, including 
critical winter range. The years of the largest bison - and elk — migrations outside 
Yellowstone are the toughest winters. High snowfall and ice crusts on the snow prompt 
wildlife to migrate to winter range ut lower elevations. The SMAs would include winter 
range vital to bison survival during severe winters. Reasonable efforts would be made to 
protect human safety and private property. 


We belicve that the these S]As will be no longer be necessary in the next bison 
management plan because better science will reflect the more accurate assessment of the 
risk of brucellosis transmission. This would allow bison to use more public lands where 
no significant conflicts exist with human safety and private property. 


Bison should be allowed to use SMAs based on the ecological carrying capacity, 
as determined by an interagency pane! of wildlife managers. In cases where carrying 
capacity is exceeded on the SMAs, then a combination of sport hunting and live removal 
is proposed. Removal of bison would be a function of population levels, not 
seroprevalance. Hunting of bison n ust be a “fair chase” hunt. Live removal would be for 
other government agencies or entities, and not for sale to private parties. 


We must consider how we ‘re protecting and preserving for future generations not 
only the notion of free-roaming bis», but the natural processes found in the Greater 
Yellowstone Ecosystem. These pro esses include wildlife migrations. Where else in the 
lower 48 states do we have a migra ing bison herd. Where else in the world? It is time to 
restore balance to our bison manag :ment plan and allow for bison to use public lands 


adjacent to the park. 
Sincerely, 

For attachment of Citizens’ Pan to Save the 
Robert Ekey Yellowstone Buffalo see National Wildlife 
Northern Rockies Regional Director Federation, YELL-14819 


lap. 655 
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On behalf of the Wilderness Society, txank you for the opportunity to comment on the plan 
before us. I'm the California/Nevada for the Wilderness Society, and I'm here 
on behalf of our almost 45,000 members 


While the of GE really is « special place in the lives and hearts of the residents 
on a wt Mtn Wh wt lf 

stature, bui wildlife that payed an elemental role in the history of our country. 
When one thinks of the native peoples who lived in the Rocky Mountain West, | cannot help but 
thunk of the American bison. When on: thinks of the supposed opening of the American West, 
you can't help but think of the American bison. So here we are just a few days after an original 
campsite of the Lewis and Clark expec\ition was uncovered in Great Falls, Montana, I can't help 
but understand why the American bison is the centerpiece of the official emblem of the 
Department of the Interior. 


So in honor of all of what the bison stands for, I'm here to call for a plan decidedly different from 
the one before us. The Wikderncas Society is one of 17 sponsors of a Citizen's Plan to save 
Yellowstone buffalo. We believe that ny credible management plan must demonstrate several 
basic characteristics. 


And these aren't limited to, but must ir clude, maintaining a wild free-roaming herd of bison in 
and around Yellowstone National Park, emphasis of the acquisition of key winter range and the 
purchase of easements for key range 0 stside of the park. Both are willing sellers through the 
underutilized Water Conservation Fun and purchase of lands adjacent to the park owned by the 
Church Universal Triumphant would te a very good place to start. It should also include 
incentives for changing grazing practies on allotments outside the park to reduce contact 
between cattle and buffalo and remove the Montana Department of Livestock's authority over 
Yellowstone bison and place it in the t ands of wildlife professionals. 


American bison are not livestock. The: represent the very essence of the American west. And to 
treat them any differently I believe is on insult to our nation's history. | can only hope, as we 
move forward in developing a different plan, that there still is and will always be room in this 
nation for a wild free-roaming herd of Yellowstone bison. Thank you. 


Wildlands Center for Preventing Roads 
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Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service, Denver Services Center 


Pax: (303) 969-2736 
Dear EIS Team, 


On behalf of Wildlands Center for Preventing }.oads (CPR) | appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Bison 
Management Environmental Impact Statement. Wildlands CPR is a national grassroots coalition working vo protect 
and restore wildtand ecosystems by prevemting and removing roads and limiting motorized recreation. 


The Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem (G YE) - tctuding Yellowstone National Park - is of particular concern to us 


damaging wildlife populations. Not only does he noise and mere presence of snowmobiles disrupt visitors, but it 
also decreases habitat security Wildlife, bison in particular, travel on groomed snowmobile roads which facilitme 
Se ene a eNO eS «8 > 8 Sis ONE OS Gy See Sua Caen eee 

Earth 1998). Seemingly, snowmobiles are at the root of this problem that this EIS addresses. The NPS is currently 
in the process of analyzing the issue of winter \ se in the park. Winter use is inextricably linked to the management 
of the bison, these management plans must be complementary, not contradictory. 


It is clear that in order to be effective, the Bisor: Management Plan (the Plan) must address issues based on sound 


pm my tery he hy A ye ly ete 
biologists and veterinarians. 


The following are some specific suggestions th at we have for the management of bison: 


© Bison must be treated like wildlife, not like: domestic livestock. The YNP population is our last free ranging 
herd of a wildlife species that is a integral art of our nationa) heritage. 

© Require the vaccimation of cattle, not bison ; the alleged justification is to prevent bison from transmitting 
brucellosis to livestock. However, there his never been a documented case of natural brucellosis transmission 
from bison to cattle. 

© immediately prohibit the capture and slaughter of bison inside or out of Yellowstone National Park; 

© —Etieninate cattle grazing on public lands surrounding the park and allow bison to use these lands without 
restrictions 


e Rifle humting of Yellowstone bison is wnet rical, unsporting, and should not be permitted The bison have no 
fear of humans, there ts nothing sporting aivout a bison hunt. 

° Establishment of » quarantine facility for \'ellowstone’s bison will be a multi-miltion dollar waste of federal 
and state tax dollars and is entirely unneceisary Proposing to establish expensive bison quarantine facilities wil! 
imprison wild animals from |-4 years, fror: which few bison will ever leave. 
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Furthermore, YNP must immediately be closed to snowmobile use aad prohibit trail grooming Snowmobile 
use and trai) grooming upset the idea of natural reguiation-, which is a legal mandate The NPS 1s currently acting 
contradictory to the Park Service Orgamic Act, which prohibits snowmobile use. Nor is snowmobile wail grooming 
authorized by NPS's statutes or regulations. (Pund for Animals 1998). 


YNP has groomed snowmobile trails since the carly 1970s, providing bison with energy efficient rowtes facilitating 
their movements within and outside of the park. The use of these wails has altered population dynamics, 
distribution, movements, and habitat use and in the long term could reduce the quality and quaatity of winter 
survival habitat. Thus impacting not only the bison, but also other wildlife and YNP ecology at large Groomed 
trails serve as avenues for movements outside of the park, where more than 3000 bison have been shot or 
slaughtered since 1985. 


‘ snowmobile use and trail grooming in YNP would restore natural regulation as the 
principal control mechanism conurolling the growth, distribution, and movements of bison This 
would likely result un a gradual decline in the number of bison in YNP and would reduce, in some 
years entirely eliminate, the number and rate of bison emigration out of YNP onto public or 
private lands Therefore, alleged risk of bison transmitting Brucella abortus to cattle is alse 
reduced This, in turn. would reduce the risk of Montana losing its brucellasis-free status as the 
result af a brucellosis outhreak in cattle and would reduce the possibility of sanctions being 
imposed by other states 


| 
| 
| 
Yellowstone is not beholden to the economic inserests of the gaseway communities nor is tt | 
| 


responsible for the excessive and irresponsible develapment of the communities based on the 
faulty presumption that snowmobiles would always enjoy access to YNP Whatever economic 
impact the gateway communities may experience from YNP being closed to snowmobiles could be 
mitigated if the communities promote non-motorized recreation in Yellowstone Furthermore. 
closing YNP to snowmobiles would noi eliminate snowmobile recreation in the area, because 
hundreds of miles of groomed trails exist on US Forest Service (USFS) lands adjacent to YNP 
Though it is anticipated that the regional economic impacts of a YNP closure to snowmobiles 
would be minimal, whatever economic impact is felt by the gateway communities would be less 
than the adverse economic tmpacts of snowmobiles on YNP wildlife, air quality. solitude and 
serenity, and visitor expertence’ (Fund for Animals | 998) 
The continued compromise of the bison in the name of promoting motorized recreation, prioritizing livestock | 
grazing and shori-term economic stability of gateway comraunities is inexcusable We must act now in order to 
ensure that these animais- a valuable part of the aesthetic experience of YNP. in addition to their ecological 
economic, cultural and spiritual significance - are protected for future generations and for their own intrinsic value. 
| 


Please seriously consider and respond to the issues and concerns expressed in these comments. We appreciate your 
consideration and would like to remain on the mailing list for the duration of this analysis. 


wt il Y& 


Cited: 


Friends of the Earth, Wildlands Center for Preventing Roads. Trails of Destruction: How off-road vehicles gain 
access and funding on public lands. Friends of the Earth 1998. 


Pund for Animals. The Bison Alternative. 1998 
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Wildlife Management Institute 


owe 
September 25, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 

National Park Service-Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Ti 


Dear EIS Team: 


T am the President of the Wildlife Management Institute. The Institute is a private, nonprofit, 
scientific and, educational organization founded in 1911 and dedicated to the restoration, 
conservation, and sound management of natural resources, especially wildlife, in North America. 
The Institute has the following comments on the DEIS for the Interagency bison Management 
Plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park. 


j 


The EIS Team is to be acknowledged for the effort preparing the document. The information and 
presentation of a wide range of alternatives provides the reviewer a good basis for comment. 


We have concern with the title of the document. The emphasis of the DEIS is such that a title 
“A DEIS for the interagency management of brucellosis in bison for the state of Montana and 
Yellowstona National Park” better describes the content. Another concern we have relates to 
agency vesponsibilities and roles. 


It appears that APHIS and the Animal Health Division of the Montana Department of Livestock 
are given 8 larger role and responsibility in developing this lateragency bison management pian 
than is appropriate. We are familiar with distinctions between federal and state jurisdiction in 
managing wildlife and we closely reviewed the section in the EIS on agency responsibilities. Free 
ranging bison are wildlife. Consequently, appropriate State and Federal Wildlife agencies with 
their professional wildlife staffs should manage bison outside of the park. This role should not be 
abrogated to APHIS and other livestock interests. We suggest that the EIS Team seriously revisit 
the appropriate roles of state and federal agencies in this issue as the FEIS is prepared. This 
concer is even more critical ecknowledging the fact that there is no documented evidence of 
brucellosis being transmitted from bisoe to livestock in free ranging snimais. 


bat 
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WMI notes thai in considering the risk to domestic livestock the National Academy of Sciences 
Report finding that the risk of brucellosis transmission from bison to cattle is minimal is not 
highlighted in the report. Unfortunately the DEIS authors chose to not reference or cite the 
National Academy of Sciences draft “Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area.” The FEIS 
must reference and utilize findings in the National Academy of Sciences Report. 


Another concern deals with the decision to not include the Teton bison population un this 
document. The DEIS does not address management of brucellosis in bison for the greater 
Yellowstone ecosystem. Not addressing the bison/bruceliosis situation to the south of 
Yellowstone in and adjacent to Grand Teton National Park ignores or at best postpones 
addressing management in a comprehensive fashion in the affected ecosystem It is highly 
probable that interactions between the two populations will occur. The Institute urges the Team 
to inckude the Teton bison in this analysis or explain why it is appropriate to pot include this 
populauoa 


it is unrealistic to establish an objective of eliminating brucellosis in a free-ranging population of 
bison in the greater Yellowstone ecosystem This is especially true given the presence of 
brucellosis in the elk of the region Rather the appropriate focus of action is to reduce tive risk of 
tranamission of brucellosis to cattle from bison. So we ask why elk are not considered » th + 
analysis for brucellosis control? Since brucellosis management seems to be the focus. 
document, it is not clear why elk are eliminsted from the overall disease managemen: 4 «\ cs 
The Team should acknowledge and address this concern in the FEIS. 


WM1 is particularly concerned about the potential precedent the DEIS sets for dealing with 
brucellosis management involving other wildlife species — especially elk Our concern begins with 
brucellosis management in elk in the Yellowstone ecosystien .( «xtends to the precedent for 
brucellosis management in elk elsewhere. Obviously, dines). «<5 are a major issue but they 
should not be the driving force for all decisions on bison mm agesent. 


The institute supports establishing « maxinaum number of bison or elk as a managemem objective 
in the Yellowstone complex. Without this upper limit, history would predict thet the herd will 
increase and reach aumbers nearing 4,000 and then a hard winter will occur and the crisis will 
have to be dealt with again. WMI supports management (removal) of bison to maintain 
population levels sufficient to provide observation opportunities by park visitors but below levels 
which significantly degrade vegetation and soils. 


lt is not certain however if ihe upper limit of 2500 identified by the Team in the Preferred 
Ahernative is the appropriate number. Based on recent experiences, a population level near 2200 
(today’s estimate) certainly provides for adequate viewing opportunities within the parx. The 
Institute suggests that this number be made flexible (in the selected alternative) to allow for 
information on rangeland capacity to be built into this limit when svailable. In other words, the 
alternative could be worded so that 2500 is the limit until research is completed that better 
determines the upper limit. At that time the limit would be changed. 
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The Institute encourages efforts to remove livestock and secure winter ranges outside of the park 
boundanes where specific bison management objectives can be developed |i appears to us that it 
would be much more effecuve to deal with domestic livestock as opposed 1 putting all the 
control efforts on bison. In accomplishung risk reduction it is much more effective and 
economical to manage the domestic animal portion of the equation rather than attempting 10 focus 
on the free-ranging wild bison This is especially so given the small number of domesuc livestock 
at risk and the high public value of bison in the Yellowstone ecosystem 


We can envision « number of innovative livestock management scenarios whuch could preclude 
livestock contact with bison during critical periods These could include cattle slaughter on site, 
holding cattle in corrals or moving cattle out of the erea during critical time periods, or providing 
grazing allotments elsewhere There are a variety of options for which the operator could be 
compensated Cost estimated for the implementation of the preferred alternative far exceed, 
especially over time, the value of the livestock operations impacted We urge further 
considerations of these ideas in the FEIS 


The Institute is also concerned about bison “hunting” We urge the agencies involved in 
implementing the bison hunts to strive for a “fair chase” hunt We do not feel that shooting 
animals from a firing line as they cross the park boundary constitutes hunting The FEIS should 
emphasize the need for fair chase hunts. 


In summary, the Institute urges the team to consider the Teton bison population in this analysis 
and to fully reference and cite the National Academy of Science report on brucellosis in the 
Yellowstone ecosystem. We suggest that more emphasis be placed on controlling livestock in the 
rangelands adjacent to the park and in securing these lands primarily for large wild ungulate 
habitats. We also support establishment of an upper population level for bison in the Yellows’ une 
ecosystem We urge the development and implementation of “fair chase” hunting. Finally we 
strongly urge the team to reevaluate the role of federal and state agencies in management of free 
ranging wildlife outside the park boundanes. 


Thanks for the opportunity for commen. We look forward to the final EIS 


WE dL 314 


Bm Rehabilitation and Refuge Center, Inc 


Eison !‘enagement Slan EIS Tecm 

National eark Service, Denver Services Center 
PC Box 25287 

Denver, Ooliorade 80225-0287 


Dear {18 Team, 


This letter concerns the future of Yellowstone Bison and the long term 
management of auch. 0 « wildlife center, we are committed to studying 
scientific facts prior to expressing opinions, 


Our etudies have shown thit the bison need protection. There is no 
confirmed case of them transmitting brucellosis to cattle in the Wild. 
In fect, scientific evidence doe not link bacteria transmission from 
bison to cattle. 


The USDA lacks legal euthority over free senging bison, They cannot 
downgrede the brucellosis free stetus of jjon on the presence of 
potentially exposed bison in the state. 


The Treasure Const sunporters of this wildlife center vehemently oppose 
reestablish & public or private bison hunt. iikewise, capture 
slaughter of the bison cre unacceptuble. There should be no povulation 
objectives established for the Yellowstone bison herd. /nd euelly out- 
rageous would be the vaccination and/or ‘uarantine of the herd. 


4 wore sensible and lozsiceal epproech is to ban the use of snowmobiles and 
eliminate the travel routes t enhance. This will reduce the number of 
bison who are able to leave the perk. 7 no are @ sanctity cnd the 
use of the snowmobiles disrupts the tranjuility. 


It is imperative you act .ccordingly and do the :ight oy to protect 
the bison, the netural inhsbitente of the park. anything less is a mis- 
corriage of justice to the wildlife and those of us who strive to protect 
them. 

Sinecerély, 


doug OL Soares 


Susan Reattie 


(Remember to be kind 10 the vials 
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October 27, 1998 
Bison Management Plan FIS Team 
National Park Service 
Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P. O. Box 25237 
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 
Dear Ms Bransom. 
The Montana Chapter of The Wildlife Society (MTWS) is an association of wildlife 
professionals from throughout the State As such, the MTWS has a significant 
interest in the management of brucellosis in in the Greater Yellowstone Area (GY A). 


We would like lo take this opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental impact Statement 
Gena) ie Go teneregency Bloc Management Plan for to State of Montene and Yellowstone 


From the perspective of professional wildhfe managers, it is important that state and 
federal agencies work toward the elmination of mtroduced diseases such as brucellosis in bison 
and clk when it 18 possible to do so However, these disease problems must be approached from 
an ecological perspective rather than as a conventional domestic anumal disease Solutions must 
apply proven principics of wildlife managemen:, as well as disease management, and musi 
consider ecological consequences of various actions. 


As currently outlined in the DEIS, none of the proposed alternatives are acceptable to the 
MTWS. There are clements of alternatives, particularly 6 and 7, that when combined provide a 
reasonable and achievable method for the management of brucellosis in bison. The 
alternative, with gnificant modifications, could provide 2 supportable and logical approach to 
managing diseased bison in Yellowstone National Park (YNP) We suggest the following 
changes and considerations for the development of a modified preferred alternative. 


The overall objectives of the DEIS deal with control of the bison population and 
distribution and disease nsk management. However, we believe that the overall obyective of the 
management plan should stnve for the eventual elimination of brucellosis in bison and elk in the 
GYA. However, the elimination of brucellosis will require a long-term commitment to a variety 
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Protection of cattle in the GY A from brucellosis is a critical component of risk reduction 

and disease management. Zones within the GY A should be designated where cattle could 
be exposed to brucellosis c uried by bison or elk. Mandatory vaccination of all cattle 

with RBS! should be imposed within these designated zones. In addition, the Animal and Plani 
Health and Inspection Service should agree to protect the bruccllosis-free status of states 
participating in cattle vaccination programs within these zones and should not impose sanctions 
until compelling evidence of transmission between free-ranging wildlife and cattle is actually 
documented. 


Management plans for the contro! and elimination of brucellosis in bison cannot succeed 
if a parallel plan for the elimination of the disease in elk is not initiated. Despite the stipulation 
on page 46 of the DEIS that the issue «+f burcellosis in elk is “beyond the scope of this 
environmental impact statement”, it is misleading to infer that the proposed alternative could 
eliminate brucellosis in bison in the sbsence of any elk management pians. Scrious and dramatic 
efforts must be directed at evaluating the need and compatibility of feeding programs in the 
southern GY A, which seems to be the primary cause for maintaining brucellosis in elk. Those 
agencies involved in such feeding projyams must consider management adjustments aimed at 
restoring natural, free-ranging elk on al] winter ranges to dramatically reduce the potential for re- 
infect:on of bison and/or cattle from elk in the GYA. immediate short-term measures that these 
agencies might take include feeding a >ellet feed, rather than hay, and feeding in well-maintained 
bunks located above ground level. Adctitionally, these agencies need to aggressively pursue 
population and habitat management in these areas around feeding grounds, including reducing 
populations and protecting adequate winter feeding areas to entirely chmunate the need for 
artificial feeding within these areas of the GYA. 


Long-term vaccination of bisor and elk with a safe and efficient vaccine could be a 
component of the preferred management plan, but only after species-specific vaccine safety and 
efficacy studies are completed. A vaccine program for wildlife should be implemented when 
delivery systems are available that do .0t inhibit the free-ranging and unique wild character of 
these bison and eik populations. 


We do not consider the development and operation of a quarantine facility an appropnate 
wildlife management too! to be implen ented within the boundaries of YNP or operated by the 
National Park Service. If quarantine facilities are utilized, they should be constructed ai locations 
be operated by anima! health suthoriti:s in a manner that guarantees humane handling of bison. 
Preferably, these facilities should be k cated some distance from YNP, but within the GYA 
where brucellosis already occurs. 


Captured and quarantined bison that are brucellosis-free should be returned to YNP 
whenever the population goals and objectives of the plan are not being met to maintain 
population viability and the genetic integrity of the YNP bison population. Providing quarantined 
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bison to any outside entities or other publics should be conducted within strict constraints to 
avoid the commercial exploitation of t ese publicly-owned, free-ranging bison by the acquiring 
entities or by managing agencies dispersing the bison. 


The EIS should explore possib ¢ si.s for the estabhshment and maintenance of at leasi 
five wild bison herds outside of the GY A. The need also exists for an outline of a process for 
environmental evaluation and decisiwn-making necessary to establish sibling bison herds at other 
locations in the United States using su pilus bison from YNP. Modern genctic analysis should be 
used to assure that the maximum gene ic materia] would be present in these sibling herds. 


To enhance management flexitality, we recommend increasing the population threshold 
from 2,500 to 3,500 animals as suggested in alternatives 3 and 6. This increase would lessen the 
impacts of various management actions and allow more bison to fully inhabit YNP. If bison 
population viability appears threatenec| in the GY A due to natural stochastic events or excessive 
removal programs, then during these penods management should be directed toward 
protecting cattle through intensified veccination of cattle with RBS1. Additionally, temporary 
testing programs within corridors whe 'e livestock could potenually contact bison to preserve the 
brucellosis-free status of the bordering states should be initisted. The current proposals vaguely 
refer to decreasing lethal controls but clo not impose any requirements on the cattle industry to 
assure that risk of transmission is diminished. 


We support the development 0 special management areas (SMAs) outside of YNP which 
allow natural bison migrations. These nanagement areas must allow bison movement beyond the 
pohtical boundaries that otherwise diminish the unique free-ranging nature of this bison 
population. Management of these SM/\s should be ecologically-based, and habitat range 
condition parameters should be developed to assist in the establishmen: of population 
management goals within these management areas. Commitments to aggressive programs for 

conservation casements o: purchasing critical habitats should also be adopted in the 
DEIS. Additional SMAs might include habitat on the Gallatin River where bison can occupy 
public lands without conflicting with cattle. The Gallatin National Forest should evaluate all 
Current grazing permits within SMAs und modify management to allow for use of public lands 
by bison whenever feasible. 


Further evaluation of methods 0 control or remove surplus bison is needed. While public 
bunti.g, as opposed to agency culling, is the preferred method of removal of bison, such action 
should be taken only when necessitate! and must be conducted in accordance with applicable 
laws. We agree that the use of regulated public hunting in the Eagle Creek/Bear Creek SMA is a 
good management alternatrve but feel hat additional hunting in the western SMA is also needed 
as outlined in Alternative 3. To effectively control bison populations, all designated SMAs 
should be considered for regulated put lic hunting as a management tool. 
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We appreciate your consideration of these comments. If you have any questions thai 
Tequire any additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me. 


Sincerely, 

Dale 27: Aseder 

Dale M. Becker, President 

Montana Chapter of The Wildlife Society 
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Fz WYOMING FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
ma) — 


October 27, 1998 


Bison Management Pian EIS Team 

National Park Service - Sarah Brensom DSC-AP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for the interagency 
Bison Management plan for the State of Montena and Yellowstone National Park. 
Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation represents over 2,600 agriculture producing families 
in the state's 23 counties. 

The management decisions made concerning the buffalo herd in northwest 
Wyoming's Yellowstone Park will affect the livelinoods of not only our members, but 
of ali agricultural producers in Wyoming. Leck of management, or the mis- 
management, of the Yellowstone bison herd hes siready pieced an onerous testing 
burden on cattle producers in Wyoming's six-county (Lincoln, Hot Springs, Fremont, 
Teton, Sublette, and Park counties) surveillance area. it does no service to the federal 
government to have its agencies put hard-working, tax paying Americens out of 
business 


Wyoming Ferm Bureau supports the eradication of brucellosis. The livestock 
producers of this state worked very hard, and spent millions of dollars to eradicate this 
disease in the herds. Wyoming has maintained a brucellosis free status since 1985, 
and to realize that agencies of our own government sre willing to let this disease affect 
the trade end commerce of the agricultural sector of our state understandably leads 
to resentment. Agriculture is a major contributor to the economy of Wyoming; when 
the industry suffers, so does the state. 


ISSUES THAT NEED TO BE ADDRESSED 


Resolution of the Yellowstone National Park brucellosis problem is very 
important to us. There ere many issues that need to be addressed when devising a 
management plan for the bison. The following issues are important to us, and we 
would like to see them fully explored. 


1. Any final plan must immediately contro! brucellosis in bison, and must include 
8 serious and timely plan to eradicate brucellosis from Wyoming's ungulate 
populations 


2. Brucellosis is aiso a huma health concern. The disease can be transmitted 
from animals to humans. While undulant fever in humans is not deadly, it is 
chronic and debilitating 2 have this disease in any animal population is 
unacceptabie. 


In Womine cot [is 
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Management Areas (SMA‘s) raise some red fiegs. Until it is proven that 
mur control can be managed satisfactorily by your 
ave responsibility for a larger area? The SMA’s will 


United States. This rese-volr slready has, or will, affect the economies of 
Wyoming, ideho, end Monana. The ungulete herds in this area need to be rid 
of this disease, and then managed with sound techniques that consider the 
population sizes of all res dent species (not just bison), the restraints of the 
existing hebitet, and all ihe other factors that go into population biology, 
insuring that management policies serve the needs of the communities 
surrounding the Park, as well as the wildlife residing in the park. 

State Veterinarians must have authority over diseases and diseased animals in 
their states. interstate shipment of livestock without added burdens must be 


Management must be besed on ‘mpartial science, not ideology. The ‘wild’ 
concept is a romantic human notion. “Wild” does not keep bison disease free, 
nor does it keep them froin increasing their numbers to unsupportabie levels. 
Conversely, management in: not likely to make them any less wild. Yellowstone 
Park doesn’t exist in a vacuum, it needs to be managed in the real world to be 
successful. 

The economic impacte of the spread of brucellosis from bison to cattle is not 
addressed in the DE!IS. Oc urance of transmission would be devastating to the 
affected producers, and to the cattle industries of the states involved. As many 
as twenty three states and seven foreign countries import cattie from the 
Yellowstone area. The sconomic impact of a reservoir of brucellosis is 
considerable. 

Only cursory attention is given to the effects of brucellosis on bison (page 16). 
This is not a benign disease in bison. The National Academy of Science found 
that lesions in genital organs of bull bison appear to affect fertility and reduce 
the males desire to compete successfully in breeding. Lameness, arthritis and 
bursitis, caused by brucellosis, further diminish breeding ability. NAS also found 
that brucellosis infects the placenta and causes abortion in bison in a manner 
similar to its effects on cat le. Also found in the NAS report is this statement, 
“Experimental studies show that bison are more susceptible to brucellosis than 
cattle or elk; nearly all bison aborted their first calf.” 
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There are some assumptions in the DEIS which we do not think are velid. The 
assertion on page 12, in the “Background” section, that bison movement out of the 
park is e function of harsh weather, not population size, is not consistent with findings 
by the National Academy of Science. The report states that “bison population size 
appears to be the overwhelmingly significant veriable controlling movement of bison 
out of YNP." If the numbers are right for the habitet resources found in the park, en 
occasional hareh winter (which is usually how they occur), will not precipitete a mass 
exodus of bison from the park. C'verpopulation, and the depletion of forage resources 
that it creates will cause migrations, whether the winter is mild or severe. Herd 
numbers need to be kept within the carrying capacity of the park; this holds true for 
all species that are to call the pak home. 

Yellowstone Park is not the last piace on earth to see bison, elk, moose, deer, 
antelope or even the wolf. None of these animals ere endengered, and there is no 
good reason to assume that edditional lands must be acquired for, or converted to, 


The map on page 13 gives a biesed view of bison numbers. While the bison on 
ranches (such as the Durham Ranch in northeastern Wyoming) and in stete perks, may 
not be considered ‘wild’, there is no doubt that they ere bison. Differentiating 
between ‘wild’ and ‘ranched’ or ‘managed’ is truly splitting hairs. “Wild” only means 
something to us, not the bison At least the ranched and managed bison aren't 
diseased, and they have enough to eat. The potential for merket benefits trom 
Yellowstone bison is staggering. A disease free herd can be used to establish other 
herds across the U.S., or even sold or auctioned to help with management costs (see 
attached article on Custer State “ark herd). 


PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 

Wyoming Farm Bureau sug ports the alternatives that provide for an aggressive 
program to eradicate brucellosis in YNP. Alternative 5 is appealing because of the 
three year capture and test progiam for ali park bison, with seropositives being sent 
to slaughter. An obvious problem with alternetive 6 is the lack of a vaccination 
program; if the bison were the only brucellosis problem in the perk, this might not be 
such a concern. However, control end eradication of this disease in the elk herds of 
the area would have to occur simultaneously with the bison program, end it is highty 
unlikely that will be happening. Because of the need for a vaccination program, 
Wyoming Ferm Bureau supports the recommendation of the United States Animal 
Health Association as to the use «'f Alternative 6 (with the following siterations) as the 
preferred aiternative: 


1. The National Brucellosis Er:dication Program is neering completion. Its objective 
is to eradicate the disease irom the U. S. cattle population by the end of 1998. 
This goal is in sight. The only remaining reservoir of brucellosis in this country 
is found in the ungulate pooulations of the Yellowstone area. According to the 
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NAS report, brucellosis has been removed from managed bison herds using the 
same protocols es are applied to cattle (vaccination and culling). A vaccination 
progrem is important in controlling and eradicating brucellosis, and trisis have 
shown that the RB5S1 vaccine is safe for use in bison calves. There needs to be 
an immediate implementation of en ABE! vaccination program on calves and 
yearlings. This will give v.sluable field use data for the vaccine. At the same 
time continue to develop efficacy date. Weiting for the ‘perfect vaccine’ is not 
an option. 

2. Use empirical date from domeatic bison herds and other public bison herds as 
the basis for implementation of adult vaccination of bison with e reduced dose 
of R851 until efficacy stuiies on adult bison are completed. Such an effort 
should begin with serones ative adult females as they are processed through 
capture facilities. 

3. The ten-year time line for phase one needs to be reduced to a five-year time 
line. This will increase the percentage of bison vaccinated annually, and should 
include adult vaccination. After yeer five, seroprevalence will be the standard 
used to measure risk reduc :ion. If seroprevalence remains the same or cannot 
be determined, phase two (capture, test and slaughter as in Alternative 5) 
would begin immediately. Vaccination would continue until eradication of 
brucelloeis is achieved. 

4. Eliminate the West Yellowstone SMA. Only test negative bison will be allowed 
west of Seven Mile Bridge. Bison approaching the west boundary must be 
Captured or destroyed by NPS personne! before they reach the west boundary. 
Captured bison may be rernoved to the interior of the park, or removed to an 
approved quarantine facitit /. 

6. Reduce the proposed SM.\ on the north side of the park to the Littie Trail 
Creek/Eagle Creek Area. We are strongly opposed to the establishment of any 
SMA’‘s in Montana, however this reduced SMA can be accepted because of its 
designation of wildlife habitat since acquisition in the 1980's. 

6. Establish up to eight capture facilities throughout YNP as described in the 
original Alternative 6. Facilities would be utilized to test and vaccinate enimais 
in phase two. 

7. Construct and utilize, es sion as possibie, an approved querantine facility for 
seronegative bison capture at the Seven Mile Bridge and Stevens Creek. The 
facility could sieo be used es part of the ‘adaptive management’ strategy to 
evaluate the effectiveness of RBS! in seronegative adults, and gain practical 
knowledge about the vaccine. 

8. The alleged ‘major adverse affect’ on the nesting pair of Trumpeter swans at 
Seven Mile Bridge should be mitigated to aliow establishment of the capture 
facility. 

9. The potential ‘edverse affect’ on Grizzly bears, that might result from the 
reduction in carrion evailatte to bears in phase two of the modified program, 
could be mitigated by prov ding seropositive bison captured during phase two 
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to the beers. Rather than sending ali seropositive animais to sleughter, some 
could be destroyed and placed in areas where bear have become accustomed 
to finding bison carrion. 

Bison population objectives for Alternative 6 ere besed upon estimates of 
removels through intrusive management. The populetion size is not in any way 
based upon ea scientific evaluation of the capecity of the ranges of YNP to 
support the popuistion. Besed upon the deta contained in the DEIS (page 146- 
147), the maximum population that YNP can support without egress of large 
numbers of bison from the park is 1,800 to 2,000. We strongly recommend 
that the bison population bs kept to 8 maximum of 1,800 head until such time 
as scientifically vatid research is conducted, by non-pertisen range management 
experts, to prove that YN® has the capacity to sustain larger populations of 
bison and other ungulates. ’ 


Sincerely, 


SLNANWOD 
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Ora eimony proved he nh et, an 
September 3, 998. 


Consent No. 14889 
Karen Heary 
Wy wing Farm Bureau 


«6 afternoon. Thank you for the opportunity to speak. | am Karen Henry, president of the 
\ yonuaing Farm Bureau, and the Wyoming Fann Bureau is the largest agncultura] organization 
ee 4 And the American Farm Bureau is the largest voluntary agncultural organization 
in the world. 


Wyoming is one of the states who has worked hard for the last 70 years to eradicate brucellosis, 
and yet, part of the states are under right now a sanction or a regulation mandating that six of the 
counties in Wyoming will test before their cattle are moved. That is a very stiff penalty for those 
producers to adhere to. Yet they arc. 


It is very hard economically, as weil as hard on the cattle. It's hard to get your cattle in 
add:tonal me and handie them and put them through the chute. There are a lot of things 
involved that just the lay person may not understand, and it is something thai we are complying 
with and we're not complaining about. We are complaining, but we are complying with it. 


Several thousand head of cattle have been tested since this was implemented |asi fall, and there 
have been 20 cases of brucellosis that have been tested, none of the cattle have tested positive. 
Yet, they are still under the same requirement to continuc to do this. This is a very severe 
economic burden. 


No one wants to completely cradicate the bison from Yellowstone Park. We maintain that it 
would be a good idea to have proper management and to eradicate the disease. | would agree 
with the gentleman from the Uteh Farm Buresu, as weil as the geutleman who is the veterinarian 
that just spoke before me. Those are very good comments that were made by both of those 
gentlemen, and we would agree with them completely. 


I would ask a couple of questions. In a particular section in the draft EIS on the vaccination of 
bison, what protocols will be established when a vaccination program will be implemented? 
Why implementation of a vaccination program does not begin immediately? 


And on the section that deals with APHIS, how could APHIS allow animals outside of 
Yellowstone Park without “hresteniny the class free status, given the regulatory requirements and 
the hustory of the eradication program? 


] would like to challenge the methodology and the assumptions in the social economic analysis 
and challenge the lack of bieon-epecific data In the section that deals with quarantine, several of 
the alternatives propose a quarantine facility. How would the facility be funded? What happens 
to the bison if no state will accept them from the facility? Specifically, where would the facility 


be located? And | would like to maintain that the loca‘ion of any facility within Yellowstone 
Park, preferably at the presemt Stephens Creek capture facility, would be the location. 


Wyoming Farm Bureau would support Altematives 5 and 6 as the preferred alternatives, and | 
thank you for the opportunity to speak. 
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Good afternoon. My name is Robert Hendry, and I'm the first vice president of the Wyoming 
Stock Growers Association. | appreciate the opportunity to comment on this Draft EIS. 

I'm a third-generation rancher in central In our family we manage land 
and livestock and natura] resources on a sansh to came Venom thes to 
word “management” means. And Yellowstone National Park's nonmanagement doesn't work. 


Brucellosis is the problem, not the bison. We have to eradicate the discase, and then 
management of bison can take on lots of different alternatives. The Wyoming Stock Growers 
Association, the Wyoming Outdoor Council, the Wyoming Wildlife Federation, the Jackson 
Hole Conservation Alliance, and the Greater Yellowstone Coalition have a position paper and 
agree that brucellosis abortus is an introduced species and, as such, should be eliminated from 
wildlife. 


And at this time, | would like to enter this statement into the record. It says those associations 


that | menuoned have the following thoughts and suggestions regarding the brucellosis concerns 
in wildlife and livestock. lt was dated October 16, 1997. 


We are going to have to test the bison inside as well as outside the park. And we have to start a 
vaccination program. We have two vaccines, strain 19 and RBS1. RBS1 is a fairly new vaccine 
in the cattle industry, but strain 19 has been used since the carly ‘40s. lt is proven to be effective 
in managing the disease in bison as well as livestock. 


The cattle industry has almost eradicated the disease in cattle, with only about ten herds in Texas 
left to go. There is one private herd of bison in South Dakota and onc bison and elk herd in the 
Yellowstone area that we have to eradicate the disease. Let's work together to get it done and get 
it eradicated. 


This theory, that strain 19 is not safe and effective docsn't wash. In other parks, such as 
Roosevelt, Wind Cave, Fort Niobrara, and other private buffalo ranches, they have eradicated 
brucellosis from their bison herds and have an ongoing vaccination program. 


In a conversation with Superintendent Finley at Cody, at a Cody town hal! meeting, he likened 
strain 19 to penicillin; and that if you give penicillin to some people, they could die. And we just 
can't take the chance on hurting or possibly killing our bison with a vaccine that is not safe and 
effective. 


Well, Mr. Finley, | think you're part of the problem, not the solution. Are people stil] using 
penicillin? Yes. Penicillin is fatal in horses sometimes. Do we still use penicillin in horses? 
Yes. 
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Maybe strain 19 can be replaced by a new and more effective vaccine, but it is the vaccine we 
have at this time and has been proven effective enough to virtually eradicate the disease in 
livestock. You are in charge of management of the park. Just go get it done. 


The Wyoming Stock Growers Association supports alternatives 5 and 6. They are the only 
alternatives that deal with the disease and the cradication of brucellosis in the bison herd. The 
livestock industry has taken 3,000-plus herds of cattle in the United States down to 10 with just 
such a program of aggressive vaccination, testing and removal programs. We have the expertise 
and the economic interests to get the disease cradicated, and we are willing to help the Park 
Service in any way we can. 


Just something on my own, if bison numbers are a problem to people, | think | could double the 
bison in the park, right today. | could double the number of the bison. But it's going to be by 
management, and it isn't going to be by some theory out of some college boy's textbook. This 
nonmanagement docs not work. Thank you. 


Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Comer 
25, 1998 


Thank you. My name is Lois Herbst. And, today, I'm representing the Wyoming Stock Growers 
Association. | am a second vice president in that group. We now have three women for the first 
time in 126 years. It took 126 years to get three women elected an officer. But | know many of 


the people here today. 


And first off, I would like to thank the Montana Stockgrowers, the ranchers in Montana, and the 
ladies for pursuing the program that they did, by suing, to see thai this problem of brucellosis in 
the bisun is taken care of, Wyoming did not opt to join that lawsuit. I'm in one of the counties 
that surrounds the park; although, | think I'm a three-hour drive from the park. But we have to 
test our cattle for brucellosis under an APHIS survey There's six counties doing that. 


They mentioned Mr. Steve Worton, at the Riverton livestock barn. Steve had the head person, 
the head vet from APHIS, visiting on August the 12th, | think, in Riverton. They gave them a 
tour of the area, the program that they are using for testing animals at the Riverton livestock 
barn. What they were specifically asking for was to eliminate having to test the animais, the cull 
cows that are going to slaughter. Weil, it was refused. But perhaps a little headway was made for 
the study that will be revisited in November. 


But one little incidence of the extremes of the testing program: | had two Hereford bulls, and | 
traded them to a neighbor for one good Black Angus bull. And we had to bring the vet out to test 
his bulls, to test my bull. We couldn't exchange pastures until the Livestock Board returned the 
permit papers to the local vet and the brand inspector. But after the test results, which took a 
couple of weeks because of the overload, we were able to truck our bulls to respective pastures. 


The other day, | spoke in Jackson sbout the natural management in the park. As the gentleman 
said, the State Senator, it is a failure. | first heard about the overgrazing in Lamar Valley when 
Bruce Babbitt came to town for the first time, to Bozeman, during range reform. Two camera 
crews traveled through the park, just as recreation, in route the day before they came to 
Bozeman. And | heard them remarking about the overgrazed condition in the Lamar Valley. And 
then | went with the Society of Range Management to tour the arca. And there are exclosures in 
the area. If you ever get e chance, near the buffalo headquarters there, you will find exclosures. 
And they are full of all types of vegetation, trees of every kind. But you wouldn't know what 
they were unless it had been pointed cut to you. Trees are growing here because there's a fence 
around them. Trees are not growing anywhere else. 


Anyway, natural management is not working for the environment, and it's not working for the 
bison. We have worked to eradicate brucellosis. li has cost three and a half million since 1934 -- 
and a half billion; I'm sorry. They said if you use the doliars, today’s dollar, it would be over a 
billion that we have put into that program. 


These other states need only the perception, only the knowledge that there 1s a the herd in the 
state of Wyoming, and they will not allow cattle to be shipped to their states. You're not going to 
addreas them with probablys from your studies and so forth. Tey know there's a diseased herd. 
It would be the kind thing to the bison, the tourists, to the ranching undustry, to everyone to help 
eradicate that disease from the bison herd. Thank you. 


Oral testimony provided at the Virginian Convention (ener 


on August 10, 1998 


Comment Ne. 15122 
Robert L. Headry 
Wyoming Stock Growers Association 


The Stock Growers would like to provide additonal comments in writing ai a later date. 


Good afternvon, ladies and gentlemen. My name is Robert Hendry, and I'm first vice president 
Sages Se ae We appreciate the opportunity to talk about this 


I'm a third generation unten In our family corporation, we manage land, 
livestock, and the natural resources on scres. | know what the word “management” 
means. Onc thing that it does not mean is letting things manage themeclves, such as so-called 
natural management. The other is thet to manage anything, you have to get off your butt and go 
do it. 


This document is the management plan for Montana and the Yellowstone Nahonal Park. The 
disease brucellosis affects not only Moatana directly bui also idaho, as well as Wyoming |t also 
affects the entire cattle industry of the United States. The producers in western Wyoming are 
having to test their cattle because of the concern of brucellosis im the grester Y cllowstone area. 
This is a burdensome and costly operation for the livestock mdustry. We have mandatory 
vaccinations of our livestock in these areas, however, some other states are not satisfied. They 
have threatened to put sanctions on our cattle coming from this area. That is why it is vitally 
importam to eradicate this disease in the Yellowstone arca. 


Not only the Yellowstone bison carry brucellosis. Elk in Yellowstone National Park and elk and 
bison in Grand Teton National Park also are infected. They wil) also have to be dealt with. 


Governor Geringer of Wy~ming has filed for a judgment on vaccinating elk on the Jackson Hole 
elk refuge, which are 30 to 40 percent infected with brucellosis. This is an example of the Park 
Service's aonmanagement. This discase needs to be eradicated. We hope that the Wyoming 
Game and Fish Department will be vaccinating elk on the elk refuge starting in the fall of 1998. 
The Wyoming Stock Growers Association will be working with the agencics to get the bison 
herd brucellosis free, as well. 


It has become a trade barrier for our industry. Canada, which is brucellosis free, doesn't want 
cattle imports that have been calfhood vaccinated or Bang's vaccinated, which are the terms used 
for brucellosis vaccination. The nonmanagement, or natural management, as the park calls it, 
does not work. Bison and other large undulants are killing the vegetation in the north en.j of the 
park. There is no biodiversity among plant species such as willows and Aspen trees. They are 
eaten before they get a chance to grow. There are too many bison and elk on that range. That is 
why we agree that some sort of population controls need to be implemented. Bang's-free bison 
would open the door to a number of possibilities. 


Where can you sec large fields of grass blowing in the breeze? Don't look in the Geyser Basin. 
There isn't enough forage there to sustain tha: herd of bison. One only has to look at the 
condition of the bison. They are dull, dark-haired or dead-haired, not shiny coats of hair, which 
is an indication of not beng in good condition less than a month or so away from winter. 


The cattle industry resents the innuendo and the akew of the facts of the EIS. On page 4 of the 
sununary, it says, The first known cases of brucellosis in a bison herd was reported in 1917. it is 
generally agreed that the transmission of brucellosis to the Yellowstone herd was from catile. 


Then on page 15 of the BIS, it says some of the bison that were imported to the park in 1902 
originated from bruceilosis infected herds. 


The SMAs, we feel, are not going to work. They're going to be too costly. The CUT ranch has 
1,500 acres of usable bison winter range and doesn't have any feed on it when the bison get 
there. 


The Wyoming Stock Growers Association supports alternative 5 -- parts of alternative 5 and 6. 
And they are the only alternatives that deal with the disease and the eradication of brucellosis in 
the bison. The livestock industry has taken 3,000 plus cattle herds in the United States down to 
10 with just such a program of aggressive vaccination testing and removal. We have the 
expertise and the economic interest to get this disease eradicated and are willing to help the Park 
Service in any way we can. 


Thank you. 


Oral tastimony provided at the Virgiman Convention enter is 


on August 10, 1998 


Good afternoon. It's always a pleasure to be infRBMB | was here this week showing visitors 
your country, and it's absolutely marvelous. 


lam a ranche: my son in a cow/calf production. We have a commercial 
berd. And we that has to fall under the APHIS brucellosis surveillance 
program. We have now tested over 25,000 animals since this took place last fall, and there has 
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We cooperate with the Forest Service cn when the cattle go into the forest and so forth. And, of 
course, we all vaccinate our cattle. And we have intensive programs for the health 
of our cattle in all areas, not just bruce! losis. This is expensive, but it's also a kind thing that we 
do for our animals, seeing that they are property cared for. 


Two years ago, I visited the national park, Yellowstone, with the Society of Range Management 
tour. That was my first exposure to naiural management. | videoed those programs, our tours, 
the exclosures that we visited, and I have sent them extensively to people to give them 
indications of what to look for when they go through the park. 


Friday, I was in the Lamar Valley and was sbig to pomt out to visiting relatives the difference in 
the landscape The lands outside the are overgrazed without doubt. The riparian 
areas are terrible. But within the exclosures, everythin, looks finc, good shrubbery, grasses, and 
80 forth, We were told on these tours that that is due to climatic conditions, possibly. Every 
stretch of the imagination is used to justify natural management. Natural management with the 
bison herd is not working. 


I don't know if ] said I'm the second vive president in Stock Growers. | didn't have my 
comments typed, but | will be at the Billings hearing, too, with typed comments. 


We prefer the mixture of 5 and 6 alternatives. 7, as far as we're concerned, is out of the question. 
We can't have the bison leaving the park except to go to quarantine facilities or another type of 

program You can't have animals leaving Yellowstone Park when it will impact the 
cattle industry in three states, not just Montana but Wyoming, Idaho. These plans will be used 
everywhere. 


| think, in the EIS, the economic impact of the cattle industry is minimized. It is great. Some of 
the best cattle in the United States are produced in these northern states. The consideration has to 
be given to this industry. You're going to have the only remaining poo! of disease right in your 
Yellowstone herd, bison herd. 
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Everywhere cise, there's been extensiv.: funds — if you use 1997 dollars, it's 10 billion -- since 
1934, used to eradicate brucellosis. 


And, actually, if people start thinking ¢ f it in the terms that this is the only pool of disease left, | 
think the whole country is going to ask that it be cleared up. We want complete eradication of 
brucellosis in the bison herd. 


They were magnificent ‘he other day. We really enjoyed photographing them and videoed them. 
The ranch that I manage, we've been ai this 94 years now. This is my eighth year. | was 
widowed in 1990. But believe me, every aspect of your program would be better with intensive 
management, especially as Steve Thomas has pointed out to us, the animals who, through your 
natural selection, have the good geneti:: base to not become diseased, will remain in the park. 


Thank you. 


Te AD het ee 
‘ Te wy ay 
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Oeteber 16, 1997 


Deer U.S. Secretary of Agriculture Dan Glickman, U.8. Seoretary of Interior 
Beuce Babbitt, and Wyoming Goverror Geringer: 


The Wyoming Stock Growers Association, Wyoming Outdoor Council, Wyoming 
Wildlife Federation, Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance and the Greater 
Yellowstone Coalition have the fcllowing thoughts and suggestions regarding 
brucellosia concerns in wildlife and livestock) 


1) We a1) agree that the Drucella abortus organiam is an intcoduced species 
and a¢ such, every ceasonable and reaponsible effort should be meade to 
eliminate the organiem from wildlife populations; 


2) We support the ongoing effexrte to develop safe and effective vaccines for 
elk and bison, Once safe and effective vaccines are developed, they should be 
e@minietered in a8 unobtrusive manner af ie possible, preferably orally 


5) We further recommend the Wyoming Game and Fish continue ite efforts to 
increase natural habitet for elk to reduce reliance on winter feed grounds. 
Both the National Elk Refuge and the Wyoming Game and Fish should continue 
efforts to reduce the amount time elk are crowded at the supplemental feed 
lines, without introducing new coiflicte with adjecent cattle herds. 


4) Evidence from Wyoming Game and Fish Department experiments suggests that 
strain 19 is @ safe vaccine for eik under the high density conditions of feed 
grounds and thet the veccine has . negative effect on non-target species. 
Prudent and responsible managemen: indicates the need to continue conducting 
Clinical trials on target species to fully determine the safety and efficacy 
of etrain 19 on elk. 


5) Wyoming Livestock are free fron brucellosis and have been since 1985. We 
believe that current livestock manegement activities are working and are 
opposed to the imposition of test.ng cequirements on the six counties and view 
this as arbitrary and unnecessary If the testing requirement is implemented, 
however, it should not remain in offect for more than one year. 


In summary, these organizations ae committed to eradicating brucellosis from 
wildlife in the least obtcusive manner possible and to maintaining Wyoming’ s 
excellent record of brucellosis free livestock. We encourage state and federal 
agencies to move as quickly ea is prudent to develop a safe and effective 
brucellosis vaccine for elk and bison and work for the timely elimination of 
brucellosis in elk and bison. 


We will continue Go Work together to accomplish these goals 


Sincerely, 


rnp aah 


Executive Director 
Wyoming Stock Growers Association 


Tom Theaeyg 


Tom Throop, 
Executive Director 
Wyoming Outdoor Counei) 


ae 


Steve Thomas, 
Wyoming Field Representative 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition 


Ct U.8. Senator Mike Enzi 
U.S. Senator Craig Thomas 
U.S. Representative Barbera Cubin 
Ron Micheli Director, Wyoming Department of Agriculture 
John Baughman Director, Wyotiing Game and Fish Department 
Dr. Don Bosem:, Wyoming Stats: Veterinarian 


Cy A~ 


Dan Chu 
Buecutive Director 
Wyoming Wildlife Fed cation 


Frone- J. Camensi nd 


Frant Camensind 
Executive Director 
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance 


SLNINWOD 


On 
~~) 
We 


pitt 


even, 14,397 


it E Working Today tor Wildlite’s Tomorrow! 
. 


October 10, | 998 


Sarah Branson 

Interagency Hison Management Plan, DSC -RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Bison Management Tean. 


The Wyong Wildlife Federation (WWF) is the state's oldest and largest sporting and 
conservauon organization. Our 4,100 members fi around the country are 
dedicated to the weil being of Wyoming wildlife and . Yellowstone National Park 
(YNP) is very important to us due to its national and worldwide significance. 


The Yellowstone bison hrucetlosis situation has been parucularly vexing to us. WWE believes 

that for years many important wildlif: management and public land management principles have 
been subverted in order to “address” unsubstantiated concerns about brucellosis transmission to 
cattle. 


There has never been a documented case of brucellosis transmission from wild bison to cattle in 
the Yellowstone area, and the means of transmission from wild bison to cattle is very limited. A 
scientific approach to the issue would focus on this limited means of iransmission, instead of the 
overly broad policies that have been in place during recent years. 


Unfortunately, the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park have not taken a scientific 
approach in managing the nak that brucellosis in bison presents to the area's cattle. Instead, they 
have taken a political approach to assuage unreasonable concerns voiced by the Animal-Plant 


WWF is pleased that the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) was released, because it 
presents the first time in nine years that the public is able to comment on the management of 
Yellowstone's buffalo. The ball is finally rolling. 


However, WWF is disappointed with the alternatives outlined in the DEIS. Alternatives 2 and 3 
take a few steps in the right direction. But on the whole, none of them would manage the buffalo 
as wildlife. All of the alternatives would open up a Pandora's box of bad precedents that could 
affoct the management of other wildlife, other national parks, and other public lands 


WWF was particularly displeased that the cooperating agencies would choose Alternative 7 as 
their “preferred” alternative. Its use of “test and slaughter” as the chief way to manage the risk 
of brucellosis transmission is unwarranted and flies in the face of traditional wildlife 


of F 


Wyoming Affiliate of the National Wildlife Federation 


management principles Alternative 7 is bureaucratic and expensive | sets a low herd goal that 
is not based scientific principles. By severely restricting bison's use of the public lands adjacent 
to the park, iC undermines the multiple use mandate of the National Forests And by keeping the 
Montana Board of Livestock and the Montana State Veterinarian in charge of crucial decisions. 
it sets alarming precedent for the management of other wildlife upecies 


Disappointed by the contents of the DEIS, the Wyoming Wildlife Federation and numerous other 
sporting, conservation and Native American organizations joined together to develop and 
promote The Citizens Plan to Save Yellowstone's Buffalo. The Citizens’ Plan's main objective 
is to maintain a wild, free-roaming bison herd allowed to range inside and outside of YNP, wile 
at the same time protecting the cattle industry from brucellosis transmission. It's an even keeled 
and complete program that uses ® tence and common sense to achieve its goals Its central 
concepts are balanced and sensible risk management and the scientific management of bison as 
wildlife. 


The Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo 


The remainder of this letter will be organized by referencing portions of The Citizens Plan and 
explaining why those portions need to be e-orporated into the final EIS, 


Management as a Natural Park 


The Citizens’ Plan states, “Y ellowstone National Park should not be managed like a 200, theme 
park, or cattle ranch. |t avust be managed as « natural national park. Yellowstone's buffalo will 
remain wild and free roaming. Inside the park, buffalo will not be shot or captured for testing, 
quarantine, or slaughter.” 


This stipulation would bring bison management in accordance with the enabling legislation of 
Yellowstone National Park. As the DEIS states, the 1872 Act of Congress “provide(s) for the 
preservation, from injury or spoilation, of al) timber, mineral deposits, natural curiosities, or 
wonders with said park. and their retention in their natural condition.” (emphasis added) [he 
Lacey Act prohibited the “killing, wounding, or capturing at any time of any bird or wild 
animal _within the limits of said park.” (emphasis added) 


Yellowstone National Park is one of the few places in the country where natural processes are 
supposed to be allowed to occur. The scientific value of this natural regulation policy is 
immense. In a sense, YNP serves as a control group against which more hands-on management 
policies can be judged. From an ethical standpoint, the park's natura) regulation policy also is 
enormously important. To many people, it is valuable to know that there are wild areas 
unencumbered by the hands of man. This existence value should not be underestimated. 


In regards to the DEIS, this means that the wholesale capture and test policies in Alternative 5 
and Alternative 6 are completely unacceptable. [t means that the Stephens Creek capture facility 
should be used only for emergency purposes. And it means that any vaccination program for 
bison must be delivered in the field without capture. 
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Management by Wildlife Professionals 


The Citizens Plan states,’ Y ellowstone buflalo and other wildlife will be managed by wildlife 
professionals, using the best wildlife management techniques Management of wild buffalo 
outside the park will be returned from Montana's Department of Livestock to the state's 
Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks.” 


Several key management decisions in the DEIS are to be conducted by livestock agents, not 
wildlife professionals. Approval of the definition of “low risk” bison is one prominent example 


This is unacceptable. 


Wildlife should be managed by those who have the best knowledge and expertise—wildlife 
professionals. Many management tools familiar to livestock agents (such as capture, test and 
slaughter, and hand injection of vaccines) are not appropriate for wildlife. Such management 
practices acclimate wildlife to human manipulation. By definition, wildlife must be allowed to 
roam according to their natural behavior 


Another reason that livestock agencies should not manage wild bison is that their interests are 
often directly opposed to the interests of wild bison and other wildlife. The Montana Board of 
Livestock and the state veterinarian have a statutory mandate to protect the interests of 
stockgrowers. Managing wild bison according to the interests of the ranching community is like 
having foxes guard the henhouse. It is common knowledge that wild bison and cattle are 
competitors for forage. Livestock interests could easily use the very small risk of brucellosis 
transmission to cattle as a smokescreen to increase the amount of forage available to cattle. This 
possibility is unacceptable. Yellowstone's bison deserve better, and it sets very bad precedent 
for the management of other wildlife species. 


Buffalo Using Public Lands 


The Citizens’ Plan states, “Buffalo will be allowed to use public lands outside the park. The 
Plan identifies a Special Management Area (SMA). This SMA includes winter range adjacent to 
the park, which is vital io buffalo, especially during severe winters. Buffalo must be allowed to 
use public lands in the SMA with minimal human interference. On the north side, the SMA 
boundary will be the mouth of Yankee Jim Canyon. On the west side, the boundary wil) be the 
Gallatin National Forest boundary running north to Taylor Fork-Buffalo Horn drainage. 
Reasonable efforts to enforce the boundary would protect human safety and private property 


The Nationa! Forests adjacent to YNP should be managed to allow wild bison. The Multiple 
Use-Sustained Yield Act states that Nationa! Forest lands should be managed for the benefit of 
wildlife in addition to the other defined uses. In addition, the National Forest Management Act 
states that National Forest lands should also be managed for species diversity. 


Nationa! Forest lands are owned by the people of the United States and should be managed 
according to the interests of the entire country, not for the benefit of a smal! special interest 
group such as the stockgrowers. Yellowstone's bison herd, the only one in America that is not 


solely comprised of reintroduced bison, is an important symbol of the West and our national! 
heritage. Surely, they are important enough to warrant the ability to range on National Forest 
lands adjacent |» the park, especially when balanced and sensible strategies such as those tn / he 
Clteens Plan are used to address the very small risk of brucellosis tranamission to cattle 


Of the alternatives included in the DEIS, only Alternative 2 comes close to outlining a SMA of 
sufficient size. But, even Alternative 2's SMA doesn’t allow for bison's use of an important 
stretch of National Forest land in the Madison River drainage west of the Hlebgen Dam. The 
SMA in the final EIS should incorporate all the lands outlined in The Citizens ' Plan 


The SMA drawn up in The Citizens Plan sets up common sense boundaries based on ownership 
patterns of the land. Very little private property is included in The Cirtrens Plan's SMA. Only 
14 ranches and 2,000 head of cattle would be affected by it. National Forest lands within the 
SMA should serve as a transition zone between YNP and the private lands outside the SMAs 
The National Academy of Sciences (NAS) Brucellosis Report stated that, 


Establishment of buffer zones between parks or reserves and the surrounding lands used 
for agriculture or other purposes is a well-accepted approach in land planning. The 
buffer zone is an area that can facilitate the transition between goals of two contrasting 
land uses... Federal lands outside YNP could... serve that function. 


Management policies should be set with this idea of transition in mind. The Citizens’ Plan 
envisions its SMAs as this sort of buffer zone, and creates management strategies that facilitate 
the transition between YNP and the private lands outside the SMA. The details of the 

mo) agement strategies will be discussed later in the letter. 


Scientific Herd Goals 


The Citizens’ Plan states, “Scientifically sound herd size limits, based on interspecies ecology, 
range health, population viability and other factors, will be established for the public lands 
outside the park within the SMA. If additional public lands become available, for example 
through land exchange, easement, or public purchase, population limits would be modified to 
reflect the increased availability of winter range to buffalo. These herd size limits will be 
reviewed annually by a cooperative management team which would include wildlife 
professionals from the conservation community and Indian tribes as well as state and federal 
agencies.” 


Almost universalty, big game in the United States is managed by setting herd goals based on 
carrying capacity and other scientific factors, and then managing for that scientific herd goal. 
Such a management strategy has successfully conserved big game in the country for nearly a 
century. The Citizens’ Plan would mirror this management strategy. The interagency team that 
is proposed in The Citizens’ Plan would be similar to the interagency team managing the 
Yellowstone's northern elk herd. 


Unlike The Citizens’ Plan which sets herd goals for the SMAs outside the park, the alternatives 
in the DEIS set a herd goals for the entire area to be used by the Yellowstone bison herd, 
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including lands within the park. For most of the alternatives the upper limit is 3,500, and for 
Alternative 7 the upper limit is 2,700. These aumbers are not corroborated with any scientific 
data and seem to be picked from thin air. This is a crucial mistake. The interagency team 
envisioned by The Citizens Plan would solve this problem and help make sure that a herd goal 
is based on biology, not politics 


Minimum Herd Size Floors 


The Citizens’ Plan states, A scientifically -based minimum buffalo herd size will de established 
It will consider average winter habitat both within and outside the park in the SMA, and potential 
winter severity. Currently, the proposed minimum herd size for lands within the park 1s | 700 
buffalo. This herd size should be increased to include consideration of winter habitat outside the 
park Under no circumstances will the buffalo herd be reduced below this adjusted minimum 
herd size.” 


This is an important point. All alternatives ia the DEIS, except Alternative |, employ population 
numbers to guide management actions. However, none of the alternatives would definitely end 
lethal control measures below a certain point. in all alternatives, bison outside the SMA could be 
shot regardless of population numbers, bison on private property could be shot regardless of 
population numbers, and bison testing positive at quarantine could be sent to slaughter regardless 
of population numbers. 


if a number of harsh winters hit the Yellowstone area, the bison herd could face drastic 
reductions unless the DEIS is changed to make sure such lethal control measures are not allowed 
below a certain population level. When bison need to be removed from an area (on private 
property or outside the SMA) and the population is at or below a herd minimum, WWF suggests 
that bison be captured and relocated back inside the park instead of killed. The use of long-term 
sedatives might prove useful with uncooperative bison. These types of sedatives have been 
successfully used with large wildlife in Africa for many years. 


The Citizens’ Plan sets such a minimum buffalo herd size. The 1700 number gives an indication 
of what would be an acceptable minimum size. [t was taken from studies conducted by ©.S. 
Boyce which showed that even in the harshest winters YNP is able to support 1700 bison. The 
minimum buffalo herd size should not be based solely on the viability of Yellowstone's buffalo 
herd. Interspecies ecology, natural migration movements, and other ic data should all 
be considered if YNP wants to foster the natural traits of the buffalo and other wildlife species in 
the park. 


The Use of Traditional Wildlife Management Tools 


The Citizens’ Plan states, “Buffalo will be managed outside the park on lands within the SMA. 
Options for managing buffalo as the herd size approaches the maximum limit for the public lands 
outside the park include transferring live excess buffalo to Indian reservations and other public 
lands, and appropriate, regulated harvest of excess buffalo (not to be conducted by governmeni 
officials). This choice of management removal strategies (relocation or harvest) recognizes the 
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need for flexible wildlife management options that give managers the opportunity to choose the 
option that 1s more appropriate in a particular location and situation” 


lt is crucial that Yellowstone's buffalo be managed as wildlife Fair chase hunting and relocation 
are (wo traditional wildlife management techniques that have successfully been used io conserve 
big game for nearly a century Their use as management tools would ensure that Yellowstone 
bison would be managed as wildlife, not livestock as the “test and slaughter” and agency 
shooting policies outlined in the DEIS would have the bison managed If bison need to be 
managed (if over herd goals, outside the SMA, or on private property). the final EIS should use 
fawr chase hunting and relocation, not “test and slaughter” or agency shooting 


in regards to the harvest component, some parts of Alternative 3 mesh nicely with The Citizens” 
Plan WWF believes that all hunting should be conducted according to the principles of fair 
chase. Alternative 3 states that a hunter training session will be necessary, that hunters will be 
“on their own”, that hunter will be given no mechanical advantage. and the bison would be 
conducted in more rugged and remote terrain in the neighboring Gallatin National Forest These 
are important points to include, and WWF fully supports them. WWF also agrees with the 
passage in Alternative } that states that the cooperating agencies will negotiate agreements with 
affected landowners to provide private land access for bison hunting where possible 


Other portions of Alternative 3 are unacceptable to WWF. Alicrnative 3 would have the 
Department of Livestock and the state veterinarian identifying acceptable animals and areas As 
stated carlier, wildlife professionals, not livestock agents, should manage wild bison Alternative 
3 also states that “nearly al) bison, except possibly calves, would be harvested” in the xest 
Yellowstone area. As stated earlier, hunting should be used as a management tool to Keep bison 
from exceeding a scientific herd goal. Harvesting all bison in an arca of public land is not 
managing for a scientific herd goal. Rather, it is a substitute for agency slaughter and shooting. 
This is unacceptable 


In regards to the relocation aspect of The Citizens’ Plan, WWF believes that it could be a useful 
tool to reestablish wild bison herds on tribal and public lands. The quarantine proposals in 
alternatives 3, 4, and 7 mention the idea of relocating bison outside the Yellowstone area 
However, WWF has problems with the specifics of II the quarantine options mentioned in the 
DEIS. All the quarantine options would allow for “requesting organizations” \o receive live 
Yellowstone bison. This could result in some privatization of publicly owned bison into the 
domestic ranching industry. This is inappropriate and could set bad precedent for the 
management of other wildlife species. The bison are publicly owned animals and should be 
managed in the Public Trust, not privatized. Furthermore, Yellowstone bison arc wild animals 
and deserve to continue to be managed as wildlife cven if they are relocated to arcas outside the 
Yellowstone Ecosystem 


Member reservations of the InterTribal Bison Cooperative (ITBC) have agreed to manage 
Yellowstone bison as wildlife, and transferring bison to these participating tribes would avoid the 
privatization problem. Such relocations would be government to government transfers, instcad 
of governinent to individual transfers. Over the long term, relocations of bison to ITBC and 
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possibly public lands in the future could drastically increase the number of wild bison across the 
Great Plains, thereby greatly benefiting the species 


WWF sees other problems with the relocation and quarantine options in the DEIS. In 
Alternative 7 and Alternative 4 “as many seronegative bison as possible would be shipped to a 
quarantine facility.” Quarantine is not to replace capture and slaughier and agency shooting as 
the chief risk management strategy. As worded in the DEIS, the quarantine components would 
severc!y limit the free roaming character of Ycllowstone’s buffalo 


The Citizens’ Plan includes a relocation aspect, but its use would be conditioned on three 
things—bison on private property, bison outside the SMA, or bison in excess of a scientific herd 
goal. Bison should be allowed on the National Forest lands up to the carrying capacity of those 
lands. Relocation should only be used as a scientific management tool, not as wholesale 
reduction programs to keep bison off public lands. 


The choice of the two management tools (hunting and relocation) would be left to the wildlife 
managers. WWF envisions hunting usually being the management too! of choice in the rugged 
remote areas adjacent to the park and relocation usually being the management tool of choice in 
developed areas and arcas near roads. Hunting in the rugged and remote areas would maximize 
fair chase principics and would be useful where relocation was infeasible duc to the severity of 
the terrain and the distance from roads. 


The Alteration of Public Land Cattle Grazing 


The Citizens Plan states, “Where buffalo presence conflicts with cattle use of public lands, the 
Forest Service will change grazing allotments to accommodate buffalo use Separation of 
buffalo and cattle on public lands will be achieved by adjusting the type of use, and/or the timing 
or location of livestock grazing on the allotments to maintain the desired separation.” 


The NAS Brucellosis Report states that “spatial and temporal separation of cattle and bison 
would be a good first step toward nsk reduction.” If cattle and bison are not commingling 
immediately before, during, and immediately after the bison’s calving season, there is virtually 
no chance of brucellosis transmission to cattle. 


Altering public land grazing is one of the casiest ways to ensure such spatial and temporal 
separation. If public land cattle grazing was delayed until a month after the end of the bison's 
calving season (July | or so), bison will have most likely migrated back inside the park, 
contaminated materials shed during the birthing process likcly will have been removed by 
scavengers, and the bruccila bactena in any materials not removed by scavengers will have been 
killed by continued exposure to direct sunlight 


WWF believes that the nsk management strategies outlined in Alternative 2 cover this aspect of 
The Citizens’ Plan, and requests that they be included as part of the “preferred” alternative in the 
final EIS. 
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The Protection of Private Lands 


The Citizens Plan states, buffalo herds will not be allowed on private lands without the consent 
of the landowner if those buffalo threaten private property or human safety. They may instead 
be removed using traditional wildlife managemeni techniques if reasonable hazing efforts hi ve 
fled. The choice of management removal sirategies (relocation or appropriate, regulated 
harvest) recognizes the need for Nlexible wildlife management options that give managers the 
opportunity to choose the option that 1s more appropriate in a particular location and situation.” 


Once again, scicntific risk management calls for the separation of bison and cattle at certain 
tumes of the year Also, bison can cause more property damage than other big yame species. in 
order to respect private property rights and ensure balanced and sensible risk management, /he 
Citizens’ Plan outlines a substantial compromise by allowing for the removal of bison from 
private lands 


The difference between The Citizens ' Plan and the alternatives in the DEIS is that removal will 
not mean agency shooting of bison on private lands as per Montana Statute (8) -2-120, MCA) 
Instead, The Citizens Plan advocaics for the repeal of the above statute. Removal of bison from 
private lands should occur through the use of traditional wildlife management tools (hazing. 
relocation or fair chase hunting). These tools would solve the problems associated with bison on 
private property, but still treat the bison as wildlife 


In the DEJS, all the alternatives except Alternative 2 put the lion's share of the burden of risk 
management on the bison. This is unacceptable. The Citizens Plan's proposal to remove bison 
from private land is offered in the spirit of compromise so that risk management wil! be 
conducted in a balanced fashion without the onus of responsibility being handed solely to one 
interest. Removal of bison from private property is only to be conducted in conjunction with all 
the other risk management strategies outlined in The Citizens Plan 


Cattle Vaccination Requirements 


The Citizens Plan states, “Montana, Wyoming and Idaho are cncouraged to require vaccination 
of cattle within and immediately adjacent to the SMA if such a regulation is not already in 
place.” 


The easiest and most economical way to reduce the risk of brucellosis transmission is to make 
sure that all cattle near YNP are vaccinated. Studies show that vaccination of cattle reduces by 
nearly 70% the chances that an exposed cow will contract brucellosis. The NAS Brucellosis 
Report states that “the most workable method of reducing the nsk of transmission of bruccllosis 
from bison and clk to cattle in the GY A is vaccination of cattle... This program is the most cost- 
effective way of reducing potential transmission from wildlife in the short term... Cattle 
vaccination should be universal in the arca surrounding the GY A.” 


WWF 1s very disappointed that none of the alternatives in the DEIS require cattle vaccination. 
Given the comments in the NAS Brucellosis Report, this is unbelievable. To only “suggest” and 
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“encourage” vaccination leaves a gaping loophole that alleviates legal responsibility for ranchers 
to vacemate cattle 


The DEIS states that ‘cooperating agencies have no authority to require vaccination of animals 
that romain on their owner's premises " This ts patently untrue. The State of Montana has the 
autho ity to require cattle vaccination In other states. such as idaho, cattle vaccination is 
mandory. Montana simply chooses wt to pass legislation requirnng it. In fact, some livestock 
offic.ls are starting to discourage catt ¢ vaccination in order to assuage unreasonable concerns 
from “ome international markets 


WWF recognizes that most responsib! : ranchers in the arca already do vaccinate But in order to 
ensure its universality and create a leg 1 obligation, the final E1S should make mandatory 
calfhood vaccination with RBS! of all test-eligible cattle on public and private lands within the 
SMA and within a 20-mile radius of the SMA. The livestock industry must do their share of risk 
reduction and cattle vaccination ts the casiest and most cost-cflective way to star. 


Compensation for Private Property Damage 


The Citizens’ Plan states, “Private entities, in coordination with government agencies, will work 
to establish a voluntary program to cor ipensate for private property damage costs incurred by 
natural buffalo movements. Only damage to fences and other permanent structures would be 
cligible for compensation. In order for property owners to receive compensation, they must 
abide by the management objectives identified in this plan for Ycllowstone buffalo.” 


While some area residents overblow the concerns over property damage, at times bison on 
private property can cause a fair around of damage to permanent structures. In such instances, 
compensation is appropriate in order tc alleviate any inequitable burden of responsibility Also. 
if landowners know that they will rece: ve compensation for property damage, they might be 
more amenable to having bison winter on their property. 


None of the alternatives in the DEIS cc nsiders such » compensation program. One should be 
incorporated into the final E1S. 


Habitat Acquisitions and the Modification of Livestock Operations 


The Citizens’ Pian states, “To better ac >ommodate buffalo on important winter range adjacent to 
the park. agencics and organizations wil] aggressively pursue a program of working with pnvate 
landowners to acquire lands or easements through public purchase from willing sellers. They 
will offer incentives to modify livestoc « operations (changes in type, timing. and location of use) 
on the intermingled private lands. Curent priority areas are north of the park and Horse Butte 
west of the park.” 


As stated carlier, one key to sensible risk reduction is the separation of bison and caitle during 
key times of the year. There are many ~ays to accomplish such separation without agency 
shooting or slaughter. Private lands thet currently graze cattle could be publicly purchased from 
willing sellers and/or conservation casements to remove cattle from private property could be 


sought from willing landowners. The proposed land deal involving the Church Universal 
Tnumphant provides a good example of how the risk of transmission to cattle could be reduced 
with such tools 


Offering incentives to change |ivestoc!: operations on private lands in the arca would be another 
sound way to sensibly reduce the nsk of brucellosis transmission. |! a large cnough incentive 
enticed ranchers in the SMA to chang: the type of cattle on their operation to steers and spayed 
heifers, the brucellosis msk would be greatly reduced. The NAS Brucellosis Reports states, “One 
approach ..is to reduce contact by mab ing the first line of contact a population of cattle that has a 
reduced likelihood of maintaining B abortus in the herd. Limiting cattle near YNP borders to 
steers and spayed heifers could lower the nsk of transmission in the treated animals.” 


Creating separation by changing the timing and location of use of some cattle operations could 
also greatly reduce the risk of brucellosis transmission. Most cattle operations do not winter 
cattle on private lands within the SMA proposed in The Citizens Plan. If incentives were large 
enough to convince ranchers to delay turn-on dates on the private summer pastures until July |. 
the nsk of brucellosts transmission wo uld be virtually eliminated Nearly all bison will have 
gone back into YNP. and any contaminated matenals shed during birthing events will have been 
removed by scavengers or become benign due to continued exposure to direct sunlight 


Alternative 2 incorporates the purchas of key areas and easements from willing sellers and 
provides incenuves to encourage vano 1s changes in catthe operations (type. timing and location 
of use). WWF would like to see these parts of Alternative 2 put into the final £1S 


The Establishment of an Interagency Cooperative Management Team 


The Citizens [lan states, “An interage ycy/tribal/ public cooperative management team of 
wildlife professionals must be cstablis! ed and will meet on an annual basis to review buffalo and 
other wildlife populations, range and c. imate conditions, and other factors to asstst in 
determining buffalo management outsi je the park. Members of the public will have an 
opportunity to comment of these plans.” 


An interagency management team of wildlife professionals manages Ycllowstone's northern cfk 
herd. It is logical that a similar team st ould be created for Yellowstone's bison as well 
Creation of such a bison interagency management team should be included in the final EIS. 


The Establishment of a Health Certification Facility to Enable Live Removal 


The Citizens’ Plan states, “A pasture-ty pe bison health certification facility will be located within 
Montana, Wyoming or idaho to facilitate transfer of live excess buffalo to Indian reservations or 
public lands. It will not be located within the park or SMA or where significant resources or 
natural processes wold be placed at mab because of the facility, inctuding wildlife migrations or 
winter range immediately outside the pak. Siting of such a facility will involve appropriate 
environmental review and public comnient. Live removal and transfer to quarantine, while 
inappropriate for other wildlife species. is considered acceptable in these circumstances because 
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of the very low numbcr of wild buffaly. the concern for keeping more of the wild buffalo alive, 
and the interest of Native Americans |) restoring buffalo to their culture.” 


Reintroducing Yellowstone bison to ascas outside the Greater Ycllowsione Arca could provide a 
great benefit to bison as a wildlife species. While raising domesticated bison has found its niche 
in some corners of the livestock industry, there are sull very few wild buffalo herds throughout 
the United States. This is unfortunate Bison are magnificent animals and are arguably the 
wildlife spectes most important to our national heritage. By remtroducing bison to other arcas, 
new wild bison herds could be created and bison could start a comeback as a wildlife specics. 


The concept of relocating buffalo to appropriate habitats outside the Yellowstone arca was 
endorsed in the NAS Brucellosis Repert. It stated, “Bison conservation might be better served 
if...the commitment (to acquire lands or bison conservation) were directed to the Great Plains, 
the heartland of the abonginal bison renge.” 


Unfortunately, no federal or state land management agencies are willing to create additional wild 
bison herds at thes time. Hopefully, in the future some will. But until then, member reservations 
of the InterTribal Bison Cooperative (1 TBC) are willing to take disease-free bison and cither 
establish herds on their tribal lands or «upplement herds that already exist. Such government to 
government transfers would allow for 1 live removal option without having to privatize the bison 
into the private ranching industry. Thc goal of the participating tribes is to manage the bison in 
such a way as to revitalize the prairie ecosystem as a whole by treating bison as wildlife, not as 
“shaggy cows”. 


Altogether, TBC member reservation:. already have allotted over one-half million acres to be 
used as bison restoration habitat. In ac dition to this, [TBC has agreed to allow bison relocated 
from the Yellowstone area to be used is seed stock for eny possible future reintroduciions on 

public lands. 


The combination of relocation of Yclic wstone bison to tribal lands combined with the possibility 
of future reintroductions on appropriat: public lands provides for the possibility of increased 
numbers of wild bison across the Grea Plains not envisioned in over a hundred years. 


The benefits of these new wild bison h:rds would be numerous. Because bison went through a 
severe genetic bottleneck during the |* 00s, the genetic variability of the remaining bison is low. 
Studies conducted by Dr. C. Stormont suggest that YNP bison have the highest heterozygosity of 
any public herd. In short, Yellowstone bison are valuable genetically. Live removal of bison 
from Yellowstone to other areas would safeguard this genetic variability. thereby bencfiting the 
species on the aggregate level. 


New wild bison herds would also prov de benefits to sportsmen and women. As new wild bison 
herds on public lands (and even to some degree on tribal lands) increase in size to huntable 
populations, sportsmen and women wil! be provided with more opportunities to hunt bison in a 
fair chase manner. Licenses to hunt wild bison are currently limited to only a handful of arcas, 
and the demand for them is extremely high. 


Furthermore, relocation of bison to th: tribes would provide numerous benefits to the Native 
American people. Tied to the restorat on of bison to tribal lands is the survival of many aspects 
of Native Amencan religion and cultu’e. Bison hold a significant role in many Amencan Indian 
stories and are vital to the continucd p:rformance of numcrous traditional ceremonies 


Because YNP’s bison herd has been ¢ :posed to bruccilosis, any reintroduction programs outside 
the Greater Yellowstone Area will have to involve a quarantine facility in order to assure that 
bison being relocated do not have brucellosis. No credible wildlife manager would risk 
introducing into a clean environment in exotic disease that can be ansmitted to other animal 
species. 


In nearly ail instances, quarantining w Idlife is inappropriate. Quarantine facilities do involve a 
fair amount of handling and thereby a climate wildlife to human intervention. This takes some 
of the “wild” out of the wildlife. However, in situations where a wildlife species is scarce and 
relegated to only a few isolated popul: tions. quarantine may become appropniatc in order to 
relocate the rare animals to suitable habitats in other areas. especially when they are known to 
harbor an cxotic disease. Blackfooted ferrets are ngorously tested for a number of discases 
before they are introduced. And the wolves reintroduced to YNP were quarantined before they 
were released in the park. In regerds t) the Yellowstone bison situation, WWF believes that the 
benefits of increased num'cr. ui wild vison across the Great Plains warrants the shori-term 
invasive techniques of quarantine. 


That being said, WWF does not envisi »n a quarantine facility to be a place of “test and 
slaughter” techniques. All the alternat ves in the DEIS that propose a quarantine facility would 
send to slaughter any bison testing positive for brucellosis. This is not necessary (especially for 
bulls). and it sets extremely bad prece: ent for the management of wildlife. Exposed clk and 
other bison herds in the Greater Yellowstone Area are often tested for bruccliosis without the 


Instead of sending them to slaughter, bison testing positive at the quarantine facility should be 
released into the interior of YNP. While in the short-term this might raise the scroprevalence in 
YNP bison, the inappropriate nature of slaughtering wildlife certainly out weighs the slight 
increase in seroprevalence. This is especially true once seroprevalence rates begin to decline duc 
to the implementation of a safe and eff :ctive vaccination program for Yellowstone bison. 


The “Preferred” Alternative in the DEIS states, “As many seronegative bison as possible would 
be shipped to a quarantine facility.” A; stated carlier, this is not how The Citizens‘ Plan 
envisions the use of a quarantine faciliiy. The main emphasis of The Citizens Plan is to allow 
bison to roam on appropriate public lands adjacent to YNP. According to The Citizens’ Plan. 
quarantine as a precursor to relocation would only be used when bison were outside the SMA. on 
private lands, or above carrying capaci y numbers. Even in these situations, fair chase hunting 
would be used as the too! of choice if conditions were appropriate. 
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Alteration of the Bison Quarar tine Protocol 


The Citizens Plan states, The current quarantine protocol accepted by the Greater Yellowstone 
Interagency Brucetlosis Commitice must be modified We believe it is much more invasive, 
intrusive, time-intensive and costly then needed. and more extreme than what is required of 
livestock. Instead, we support develog ment of a protocol that is more effective, efficvent, 
hurnane and economical © 


There 1s no phy sological and certainly no epidemi..ogical reason why the quarantine protoco! 
should be more stnngent for bison than for cattle. The quarantine protocol for bison should be 
changed to make it the same as for cattle 


A Vaccination Program for Yellowstone Buffalo 


The Citizens Plan sates, Buffalo ma, be vaccinated within the SMA to reduce the 
seroprevalence of brucellosis in the bu Talo population only if and when a scientifically proven 
safe and effective vaccine for buffalo i: developed that is also found to be safe on nontarget 
species, can be administered in a non-i ivasive manner (preferably through oral delivery) and 
comphes with other management obje: tives of the resource-managing agency Any program \o 
reduce or climinate brucellosis m Greater Yellowstone buffalo will only be used in conjunction 
with other nsk management strategies yutlined in this plan, and will not proceed without similar 
considerations for the elk populations which are also infected with the disease.” 


A safe and effective vaccination progn m for Yellowstone bison would reduce the 
seroprevalence of brucellosis in bison, and could be a sensible tool to reduce the nsk of 
transmission to cattle. Therefore, under certain conditions, WWF supports the | 

of a vaccination program and believes hat onc should be included in the final EIS. 


In regards to the condivions, any vaccir ation program should be both safe and effective. The 
Greater Yellowstone Interagency Brucv-llosis Committee (GC YIBC) recently established a 
definition of safety and effectiveness fir the vaccination of bison. WWF believes that this 
definition is satisfactory. and suppor's ts use when deciding whether to implement a vaccination 
program for Yellowstone bison. 


Studies conducted Dr. Donald Davis at Texas A&M University showed that vaccination with 
strain 19 was not effective in bison calves, caused pregnant adult bison to abort, and caused 
pathological effects in pregnant adult bison. Thus, « vaccination program using strain 19 would 
be a waste of time and money if delivered to bison calves, and it would be dangerous if delivered 
to adult female bison. In shori, such a »wogram obviously would be neither safe nor effective. 


Studies are currently being conducted with RBS! in regards to its safety and effectiveness with 
bison. If and when replicated studies involving RBS! and bison prove to meet the safety and 
efficacy standards set by the GYIBC, \/WF would support its use with bison from a safety and 
efficacy standpoint. 


Hut in order to support implementation of a vaccine program for Yellowstone buen, WWE 
belicves that « noninvasive delivery s/stem is also necessary Capturing animals and running 
them through a chute arc animal husbandry practices appropriate only for domestic animals, not 
wildlife. In order to manage the bisor as wildlife and moet WWF's criteria for noninvasivencss, 
the vaccine must be delivered on the field without capture of the animal Oral delivery and 
biobullet are the two obvious examples of vaccination in the field without capture, and both of 
these systems would be acceptable to WWE 


The Definition of Low-Risk Biiffalo 


The Citizens Plan sates, “Low-risk buffalo, as currently identified by the federal agencies. are 
bulls, calves, yearlings and cows that save already given birth. Montana and other states must 
recognize and accept this definition of low-risk buffalo “ 


Experts from many perspectives have agreed that the threat of brucellosis iransmission from 
bison to cattle involves only breeding age female bison. An informational report adopted by the 
Greater Yellowstone Interagency Bru cllosis Committee states, “The available evidence 
indicates that any risk of Brucel/ia abortus ansmismon from bison to cattle is almost certainly 
confined to contamination by a birth event by adult females.” 


The Preferred” alternauve stipulates ‘hat “the state of Montana (state veterinarian and the Board 
of Livestock) reserves the right to ider tify bison with a lower possibility of transmission.” This 
is an unnecessary loophole and an infringement upon the management of wildlife by livestock 
officials. Given the scientific consens s surrounding the definition of “low-risk”. all partics 
involved in this ivsue should operate u vder the assumption that bulls, calves, ycarlings. and cows 
that have already given birth are low-r sk The final EIS should reflect this fact. 


The Need for More Research 


The Citizens Plan states, “We support research on the incidence, distribution, transmission, and 
control of brucellosis, and nsk manage ment options. Any research on bufTalo must be 
coordinated among all agencies, incluc ing the Department of Interior. and respect other 
management objectives of the agencie: .~ 


There is a fair amount of scientific uncertainty regarding many issues involved in the brucellosis 
issue. As is always appropriate, objective scientific studies directed to fill gaps in knowledge 
should be supponed. 


Winter Use Management 


The Citizens’ Plan states, “Changes in winter road grooming practices within the park will be 
made in the long term if research shows they are warranted because of shifts in buffalo use of 
winter ranges within the park and acces to areas outside the park. These changes will be 
implemented through « process inchudi xg appropriate environmental analysis and public 
comment 
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As stated earlier, objective scientific studies directed to fill gaps in knowledge should be 
supported If studies prove that eliminating road grooming in certain areas would be beneficial 
to natural bison migrations, certain road segments should be closed. |he sections on road 
grooming in Alternative 3 cover this point well. They should be incorporated into the final EIS. 


That being said, WWF believes that the forthcoming wimer use environmental impact statemen( 
would be a better place than this bison E1S to decide such questions 


Conclusion 


Taken in its entirety, The Cisizens' Plan is obviously a better approach to the bison/brucellosis 
issue than any of the alternatives in the DEIS. It protects bison ai safe numbers in the 
Yellowstone area, and it could drastically increase bison numbers across the Great Plains. |i uses 
science to manage Yellowstone bison as wildlife, and it uses science to virtually eliminate the 
risk of brucellosis transmission to cattle. | allows bison to roam on National Forest lands, and ii 
allows cattle to forage on National Forest allotments with only minor adjustments. || creates 
increased opportunities for sportsmen and women to hunt wild bison, and it allows American 
Indian wibes to bring back bison to their culture. It protects private property rights, and it averis 
the pitfalls of the privatization of wildlife In short, The Citizens’ Plan is the common sense 
alternative 


The Yellowstone bison/brucellosis is a very important issue for WWF and the American public 
as a whole. Yellowstone bison are awe-inspiring animals thai are important to our national 
heritage. But, this issue involves more than just bison. Many other issues are up for grabs. The 
management of our public lands, our national parks, and other species of wildlife are all at stake. 
Sportsmen and conservationists know it and are ready to fight to protect it. Current bison 
management and management proposed in the DEIS are unacceptable to a large segment of 
society, and, if left unchanged, will certainly result in reduced tourism to Montana and YNP and 
a multitude of legal confrontations. 


That being said, WWF is confident that the final EIS will be a substantial improvement over the 
DEIS. You have the opportunity in the coming months to do the right thing. Please, take that 
opportunity. Incorporate The Citizens Plan into the final EIS. Future generations will thank 
you. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 


Sincerely 


David Dittloff, WWF Bi Program Ongantzer 


Oral testimony provided at the Holiday rere August 27, 1/998 


Comment No, 14825 
David Dittioff 
Wyoming Wildlife Federation 


My name is David Dittloff, and I'm here today representing the almost 4,000 sportsmen and 
conservation-minded members of the Wyoming Wildlife Federation 


The Wyoming Wildlife Federation adamantly opposes the preferred alternative m the 

En. ironmental Impact Statement. It continues the test and slaughter policies that have led to 
drastic reductions in the buffalo herd in the past de.ade It gives prionty to cattle over wildlife 
on public lands surrounding the park. And it gives livestock officials, not wildlife professionals, 
management authority over wildlife. 


One thing | would like to say ts responding to certain comments regarding animal husbandry. 
ranching practices in regards to Yellowstone's buffalo. Yellowstone's buffalo are wildlife. They 
are only one of three wild buffalo herds in the entire country, and they are the only wild buffalo 
herd that has not been exterminated that is endemic to the area completely. 


Introducing and advocating livestock management practices, animal husbandry practices, is 
bringing apples to a situation when you're dealing with oranges. Animal! husbandry practices, 
such as extensive testing and slaughter processes, capture, extensive vaccination under capture, 
those take the wildness from the animal. You end up with domestic bison, not wildlife. 


Furthermore, the containment policies prescribed im the Environmental Impact Statement, not 
allowing buffalo outside the park except for in certain smail special management areas, 15 also a 
domestic livestock practice, not a wildlife practice. These are wildlife. They migrate under their 
natural instincts to where there are better forage and there are better opportunities to succeed. 
These containment policies, these test-and-slaughter policies set very bad precedent for the 
management of all wildlife species, in particular elk. 


As we know, some elk in the Yellowstone ecosystem also test positive for brucellosis. Are we 
going to implement such animal husbandry practices on the elk, as well, extensive test and 
slaughter, containing them to the park? | don't think so. You are going to get every elk hunter, a 
major constituency in a tri-state area, up in arms. Elk have this base of support that buffalo don't, 
because they have been hunted. 


That being said, the Wyoming Wildlife Federation would like to say that we are not against 
setting scientific herd goals for buffalo. It's just good wildlife management. We advocate one 
for buffalo leaving the park. There should be a scientifically set herd objective for the public 
lands the buffalo utilize outside the park. This is how elk are managed, pronghorn, deer, all 
wildlife species. 
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But | would also like to say, in regards to this point, that the National Academy of Sciences 
states that the winter carrying capacity for Yellowstone Park is 5,000 animals. This .s above the 
number set in the preferred alternative 


It has been saic’ today that the issue is brucellosis, not buffalo versus cattle. Okay. Let's look at 
how brucellosis is transmitted, then. The best scientific evidence says that in order for a cow to 
contract brucellosis from wildlife, they would have to come into contact with contaminated 
reproductive materials, such as during the abortion event or the birthing event. The chances of 
this happening in the wild are very remote, especially when one considers that the brucella 
bacteria 18 not that hardy. Studies show that it will die within a few days of direct sunlight if the 
temperatures are above freezing and the materials are shed on dry ground. 


Let's look in more depth at the National Academy of Sciences’ study. How does it call for 
managing the risk of brucellosis tranamission to catile? It calls for vaccination of cattle. It states, 
“the most workable method of reducing the nsk of transmission of brucellosis from bison and elk 
to cattle in the GY A ts the vaccination of cattle.” It also calls for developing a vaccination 
program for bison. Right now, studies have shown that strain 19 is not effective with bison 
calves. [1 is actually pathological. It causes adult female bison to abort. Studies are continuing 
on RBS}. Let's hope they succeed; that they can be delivered in a noninvasive way and can be 
safe and effective. 


NAS study also calls for policies of separation in space and time. We advocate for that, as well. 
Various ways to do it, delay turn-on dates on public land cattle grazing is one exainple. 
Changing cattle operations to nonsusceptible animals is another. We support those. 


In closing, | would like to lend some support for The Citizens’ Plan. We feel it approaches the 


problem of nsk management and treating these animals as wildlife in a common-sense fashion 
We hope that will be implemented. Thank you. 


CP/ 


Oral testimony provided at the Stardust Best Western Motel, I RoreeE 


on August 1/1, 1998 


Comment No. 14875 
David Dittioff 
Wyoming Wildlife Federation 


Hello, my name is David Dittlo if and I am here representing the Wyoming Wildlife Federation. 
| am here today to talk about buffalo, Buffalo are magnificent animals and a symbol of the West. 


But this issue deals with more than just buffalo. Over a hundred thousand elk are estimated to 
roam in the Greater Yellowstone area. A percentage of them also carry the disease brucellosis. 
We are very afraid at the Wyoming Wildlife Federation that these sort of test and slaughter 
policies could be incorporated into the management of elk to the detriment of elk hunting and all 
the money that it brings into the states of Wyoming, Idaho, and Montana. 


This is why the Wyoming Wildlife Federation was so disappointed with the third alternative in 
the recently released Environmental Impact Statement. 


The preferred alternative in the EIS is bureaucratic and expensive and it continues the 
unnecessary slaughter of buffalo that exit out of the Park. It puts livestock officials in charge of 
crucial management decisions, not wildlife professionals, and it gives cattle priority over buffalo 
on public lands adjacent to the Park. For these reasons the Wyoming Wildlife Federation and 
numerous other organizations, | believe we are up to 16 other organizations right now, developed 
and are promoting the Citizens’ Plan. I believe the Citizens’ Plan could take care of the problem 
on both ends of the state, would treat buffalo as wildlife, protect them in safe numbers and yet 
also protect livestock from the risk of transmission of brucellosis. 


I would like to kind of outline the core values included in the Citizens’ Plan. The first core value 
| see is the scientific management of buffalo as wildlife. In short, what we are trying to ask for is 
having buffalo managed like elk are managed, hike deer are managed, like pronghom are 
managed. Just like elk and other big game species, we feel that wildlife professionals should 
manage buffalo, not livestock agents. Just like elk and other big game species, we feel that 
buffalo should be able to utilize the public lands adjacent to Yellowstone National Park. Just 
like elk and other big game species, we icel that scientific herd management goals should be set 
for the buffalo on these public lands outside the Park, and just like elk and other big game 
species, we feel that they should b- managed on these public lands with traditional wildlife 
management tools, such as fair chase huuting where it's appropriate or relocation. | would like to 
talk a little bit about the brucellosis issue. | think it's important to remember how brucellosis is 
transmitted. We should manage the risk of brucellosis with science, not with scare tactics, 
innuendo, and hysteria. 


In order for a cow to become infected with brucellosis, they would have to come into contact 
with contaminated materials shed by a female buffalo during the birthing process or the abortion 
process. The chances of having this occur in the wild are very, very small. This also means that 
bulls, calves, and yearlings pose virtually no risk of transmission to domestic livestock. 
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Furthermore | would like to add that the Brucella bacteria is not that hardy, studies indicate that 
it will die within a day or two of direct sunlight if temperatures are above freezing and it is shed 
on bare ground. 


This leads me to the second core concept included in the Citizens’ Plan, balance and sensible risk 
management. The Citizens’ Plan would manage the risk of brucellosis in several ways: It would 
make cattle vaccination in the area surrounding Y cllowstone Park mandatory in order to reduce 

the susceptibility of cows to bruceilosis. 


It would reduce the ability of buffalo to transmit the disease to cattle by developing a safe and 
effective vaccine program that can be delivered in a noninvasive fashion, basically that could be 
dehvered in the field without capture of ihe wildlife. 


The Citizens’ Plan also focuses on separating buffalo and cattle during and immediately before 
the buffalo's calving season and this separation could be accomplished in severa] ways: By 
adjusting the public land cattle grazing times and patterns, by acquiring certain str .tegic 
properties by fee title or conservation easement from willing sellers. An exampie of this would 
be the Church Universal & Triumphant property in the Paradise Valley; and by removing buffalo 
congregating on private lands through use of traditiona) wildlife management tools, such as fair 
chase hunting or relocation. 


The Wyoming Wildlife Federation feels that these ideas are the common sense middle ground. 
We believe that it would protect the buffalo, manage the wildlife, and virtually eliminate the 
chance of disease transmission to domestic cattle. 


We have the opportunity with this Environmental Impact Statement to do the right thing, to solve 
this issue once and for all on both sides. Let's take that opportunity, support the Citizens’ "lan 
and incorporate it into the final EIS. Thank you. 


Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn, (Eon September |, 1998 


Comment No, 14918 
David Dittioff 
Wyoming Wiidlife Federation 


Good afternoon. My name is David Dittloff and I'm here today representing the Wyoming 
Wildlife Federation. 


1 would like to first address some comments that were made at the previous public meeting in 
Cody. Robert Henry, first vice-president to the Wyoming Stock Growers, entered into the record 
a letter signed by the Wyoming Stock Growers, Wyoming Wildlife Federation, the Wyoming 
Outdoor Council, Greater Yellowstone Coalition, and Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance. He 
implied that our organizations supported test and slaughter policies with buffalo. Nothing could 
be farther from the truth. I've talked with the other executive directors of the other three 
Organizations. Because we were so outraged that that was entered in the record and implied we 
supported test and slaughter, I just thought it should be entered into the record at a public 
meeting such as this. 


The slaughter of Yellowstone's buffalo must stop. The Wyoming Wildlife Federation is 
disappointed with the preferred alternative in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. It 
continues the unnecessary slaughter of buffalo, gives catile priority over wildlife on the public 
lands that surround Yellowstone National Park, and ii gives management authority to livestock 
officials, not wildlife professionals. 


Yellowstone National Park is owned by the people of America. It should be run according to the 
public's interest, not for a special interest group such as the siock growers. The national forests 

surrounding Y cllowstone Nationa) Park are owned by the people of the United States. They, ioo, 
should be managed according to the public interest. 


Montana's governor states that Montana has no choice but to kil! buffalo leaving the park into the 
state of Montana. He believes the risk of brucellosis transmission from wild buffalo to domestic 
cattle is too high. But let's take a look at the real risk of transmission. In order for a transmission 
to occur between domestic cattle and wild buffalo, a domestic cow would have to come into 
contact with contamiated reproductive materials shed by a female buffalo during the abortion 
event or the birthing event. This would have to happen in a fairly quick span of time. This also 
means that bulls, calves, and yearling bison pose virtually no threat of disease transmission to 
domestic cattle. In fact, in the history of Yellowstone Park, there has never been a scientifically 
documented case of brucellosis transmission from wild buffalo to domestic cattle. 


Clarence Sarokie, the past government veterinarian for the State of Montana and one of the chief 
proponents of killing buffalo as they leave Yellowstone Park, likened the risk of brucellosis 
transmission from wild buffalo to domestic cattle to that of being hit by lightning. Dr. Paul 
Nicolete, one of the top experts on brucellosis, stated, quote, "Perhaps few things in life are nsk 
free, but this one seems near.” 
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Sure, the risk of brucellosis transmission from wild buffalo to domestic cattle is not zero. But 


what in life hae no risk? What policy has zero risk? | drove down here today from 
a 
. anyone ing the interstatc highway system” It's also a proven fact 


that certain pesticides increase the nak of cancer in humans. Are Montana Stockgrowers calling 
for elimination of these pesticides in order to add zero risk? Of course noi. 


Let's use common sense instead. The risk of brucellosis transmission needs to be addressed 
through a cost-benefit analysis. Balanced and sensible nak management strategies are possible. 
The Wyoming Wildlife Federation and 18 other organizations are endorsing the Citizens’ Plan. 


The specifics of this have been covered by Mark Peterson and others. I'd like to put a short 
framework on that. | believe there are two core principles involved in this document: One is the 
scientific management of bison as wildlife, and the second 1s balanced and sensible risk 
management. We have the opportunity with this environmental impact statement to do the nght 
thing regarding the Yellowstone buffalo. Take the opportunity. Support and umplement the 
Citizens’ Plan into the final environmental impact statement. 


Thank you. 


Oral testimony provided at the Virginian Convention Center, eee, 


on August 10, 1998 


Comment No, 15127 
David Dittloff 
Wyoming Wildlife Federation 


My name is David Dittloff, and I'm here today representing almost 4,000 sportsmen and 
conservation-minded members of the Wyoming Wildlife Federation. I'm here today to talk 
about buffalo. 


Being the only nonintroduced wild buffalo herd in the United States, Yellowstone buffalo are 
more than just magnificent animals. They are a symbol of the west and a present reminder of a 
way of life that is all but gone. That is why the Wyoming Wildlife Federation is so disappointed 
with the preferred alternatives outlined in the government's Environmental Impact Statement. 
We're disappointed for numerous reasons. It is expensive. It's bureaucratic. It continues the 
unnecessary slaughter of buffalo. It gives livestock officials, not wildlife professionals, control 
over key management decisions and gives cattle priority over buffalo on public lands adjacent to 
the park. 


For these reasons, the Wyoming Wildlife Federation has joined wi. aumerous other groups to 
promote and create the Citizen's Plan. Franz and Steve have done a good job outlining that 
already. I'd iike to maybe put in some framework, | guess, since they outlined the specifics so 
well. 


The way I see the Citizen's Plan, it has two core values. The first is the scientific management 
of buffalo as wildlife. Basically, what we're saying is manage the buffalo similar to the way that 
elk and other big game species are managed. Just like elk and other big game species, buffalo 
should be managed by wildlife professionals, not by livestock officials. Just like elk and other 
big game animals, buffalo should be able to utilize the public lands that surround the park, the 
national forest lands. Just like elk and other big game species, scientific population should be 
created for the buffalo on these public lands adjacent to Yellowstone Park. And just like elk and 
other big game species, traditional wildlife management techniques such as frit game hunting 
where appropriate, or relocation, should be used to manage buffalo on these public lands outside 
the park. 


As to the brucellosis issue, the first thing that 1 would like to say is that the risk of brucellosis 
tranamission to cattle should be managed in a scientific fashion, not with scare tactics, not with 
hysteria. Let's remember how the disease is transmitted. In order for a cow to become infected, 
it would have to come in contact with contaminated reproductive materials shed by an infected 
female buffalo during the abortion event or the birthing event. This means that bulls, calves, 
yearlings are not able to transmit this disease to the livestock. They don't give birth, Also 
consider that the brucellosis bacteria is not that hearty. Studies show that the bacteria will die 
within two days of direct sunlight if temperstures are above freezing and if the bacteria, 
contaminated matenals, are shed on dry ground. 
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This leads to the second core value | see in the citizen’ plan, which is balanced and sensible risk 
management. To reduce their susceptibility to brucellosis infection, the Citizen's Plan would 
make vaccination of catile mandatory in an area surrounding Yellowstone Park to reduce the 
ability of buffalo to transmit the disease to cattle. The Citizen's Plan would attempt to develop a 
safe and effective vaccine program that could be used on buffalo and be administered in a 
nonobtrusive manner. 


Also, a core concept of the Citizen's Plan is to separate the cattle from buffalo during and 
immediately before the buffalo's calving season, the time when transmission is possible. Such a 
separation could be accomplished in several ways: by adjusting public land cattle grazing turn-on 
patterns and times; by acquiring fee title or conservation casement to strategic properties 
adjacent to Yellowstone Park, particularly the CUT land north of Yellowstone Park; and by 
removing buffalo congregating on private lands through the use of traditional wildlife 
management techniques such as fair game hunting where appropriate, or relocation. 

These ideas are the common sense middle ground. | think they show that we can have it both 


ways. We can protect the buffalo and treat them as wildlife and virtually elirainate the chances 
of brucellosis transmission from buffalo to cattle. 


Let's learn some lessons from i:istory. We have the opportunity with the Environmental Impact 
Statement to do the right thing. Let's take it. Please implement the Citizen's Plan. 


YEUL- AHO 


Jim Wood, Vice President 
Wildlife Fed. 


Bison Management Pian EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Ms Bransom, 


I am writing in regard to your recently released Draft 
EIS for the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the State 
of Montana. We are pleased that your Team will be conducting 
several information input meeting across the Nation and 
outside the local Yellowstone NP area. 

These Bison remnants are not only part of our western 
wildlife but also our frontier heritage and deserve better 
than to be viewed as vermin by livestock interests who graze 
our federal lands. Stockmen not willing to share the 
people's public lands with these majestic animais and other 
wildlife and accept low heaith risk, whatever the type 
disease may be. should decline to graze cattie on federa! 
lands. My group has hunted elk neur Sula and deer at Ashland, 
Montana exposing ourselves to whatever risk using these 
federal lands might bring. 

A substantial number of brucellosis infected elk migrate 
from the Park and winter in Montana, sharing the same winter 
range as Bison. Why are ranchers opposed to wholesale 
slaughter of elk? 

1, along with many others from across America, have 
visited Yellowstone NP with our families, solely to observe 
bison, elk, bears, moose and the area's other remarkable 
diverse wildlife and scenery. Bison fill an ecological niche 
in the Yellowstone and deserve to have National Forest and 
BLM lands set aside free of livestock grazing to meet winter 
forage needs. Why can we not set aside wintering areas for 
Bison the same as we do for elk, bighorns and other wildlife 
thet have seasonal migratory use patterns? 

The Inter Tribal Bison Cooperative Plan takes a rational 
approach to resolving the conflict. I listened to this Plan 
back in March and support this approach which features 
several points lacking in the preferred alternative. The DEIS 
provides no assurances that buffalo will be allowed to range 
on public lands outside the Park. I own these lands and | 
prefer they be shared with the bison. With this letter we ask 
that you reanalyze the EIS and put forth a common sense plan 
that treats buffalo equal to other wildlife on our lands. 


gerely, Z A 
m Wood, VP 
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Jim Wood. Vice President 
Yell Count life Federation 


September 
Bison Management Pian EIS Team 
National Park Service 
Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver. CO 80225-9901 


Dear Ms Bransom. 


I am writing in regard to your solicitation of public 
comments on the Draft EIS. Interagency Bison Management Pian 
for the State of Montana and Yellowstone Nationa! Park. Thank 
you for providing a copy of the DEIS to us on September 6. 


Our group is a 140 member affiliate of Arkansas Wiidiife 
Federation and comprised primarily of sportsmen who hunt/fish 
and are consumptive users of the resource. We view Bison as a 
wildlife resource of proven economic importance to sportsmen 
willing to control populations through hunting as wel! as non 
consumptive values these historic animals contribute to the 
tourism economy through luring visitors who come largely to 
view wildlife in a natural setting. Please accept the 
following as a supplement to our organizations previous 
comments on the above DEIS action. 


I compiement the Team for your information gathering and 
DEIS document. However, there seems to be need to further 
discuss some additional related issues omitted from the 
document. The more I study your documentation and compare the 
TEAM’s rational with Procedural Provisions of 40 CFR 1500- 
1508, I find too much reliance upon imagination instead of 
"scientific accuracy”, as required by 1502.24. 


1}. It is confusing that NEED for the action is produced by 
the co-lead Agency's, State of Montana, undocumented claim 
that Bison may transmit brucellosis to cattle. The PURPOSE 
of the Action is to prevent risk of transmitting B. 
abortus from Bison to cattle, yet you conclude that it is 
impossible to quantify the risk, or if it even exists, of 
transmission between the two species in the Yellowstone 
area. Based upon accounting eccuracy requirements of the 
NEPA Process, Purpose and Need of the Action looses 
scientific integrity and seems to rely solely upon 
imagination that a problem exists without even minimum 
evidence. 


2. All Alternatives emphasize separation of cattle and bison 
under the imagination that such action produces a measure 
of risk reduction. Without determining the measure of 
risk factor produced by cattle and bison association, the 


. 


DEIS fails the test of meeting NEPA Sec. 102. "to the 
fullest extent possible” obligation and qualifies for 
further studies in order to prove that risk is related to 
sharing the same range. I suggest that the State of 
Montana is obligated to produce such scientific 
documentation before implementing any alternative that 
allows blanket slaughter of bison that stray or migrate 
from the Park. 


Aiternative’s 1. 4, 5. and 7 allows for slaughter of 
seropositive Bison and quarantine of seronegatives. This 
too drastically interferes with Bison's entitlement to 
utilize the summer and winter range and produces an 
adverse impact upon Bison to the benefit of oniy 4% of the 
summer grazing AUM’s in Gallatin/Park Counties. A 
cost/benefit analysis that accounts for the $20 million 
annual viewing benefits of wildiife vs livestock grazing 
and Alt 7’s 8,000 acre fee titie acquisition should be 
deveioped for Gallatin NF Bison wintering areas. It would 
seem practical! to assume that Bison migrating north of the 
Park would concentrate on ungrazed NF lands moreso than 
heavily summer grazed private lands, thus creating a 
forage incentive to stay off private lands. 


We are fundamentally opposed to the actions in ali 
Alternatives that permit arbitrary, non sport, shooting of 
Bison on private property at any time. If Bison are to be 
managed in this fashion, then domestic iivestock that 
stray to Park or NF lands should also receive the same 
treatment. 


. The control of Bison populations throughout the 


Yellowstone area should rely upon sport hunting as much as 
possible and no nuisance animal outside the Park should be 
shot except where it is an immediate threat to public 
safety and can not be removed in a non lethal manner. 
Establishing Bison hunting areas as displayed in 
Alternative 3 should be subjected to a reanalysis that 
includes additional specific areas inside the Park 
boundary where archery or primitive weapon hunting wil! be 
permitted. Management of Bison through controlled hunting 
in sharply defined specific areas within the park is a 
reasonable and cost effective method of reaching and 
maintaining population goals and should also be analyzed 
as an Alternative in the Final DEIS. 


. The Park is not a self contained ecosystem for a variety 


of wildlife that share with domestic animals the same 
diseases, inciuding Bighorns that can transmit disease to 
domestic sheep, elk that transmit brucellosis, severa! 
animals that transmit rabies, bears that can possess 
trichinosis or birds that migrate through with potential 
to transmit avian type diseases and many others. If we 
querantined and managed the above wildiife under the same 
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rational proposed for Yellowatone Bison. they would al) 
become extinct. Wildlife will never be free of all 
diseases. including Bison. 


In summary, the seven Alternatives fal!) measurably short 
of including management strategy that puts Bison interest 
equal to the local livestock industry. [t is not in the 
public interest of the American taxpayers that established 
and annually fund the management of Yellowstone National Park 
and care for its Bison and other wildlife to trade off any 
part of a 840 million tourism industry to address a suspected 
NEED to contro! a Bison/livestock brucellosis risk that is 
based solely upon imagination by the State of Montana. A new 
DEIS Reanalysis should be developed for a Interagency Bison 
Management Plan that will give priority use of federal 
grazing lands adjacent to the Park to the needs of Bison, and 
where cattie grazing allotments interfere, the cattle should 
be removed and not the Bison. 


We appreciate this opportunity to supplement our 
previous comments on your Draft EIS for the interagency Bison 
Management Pian. 


ey re 


im Wood, VP 
Yell County Wildlife Federation 
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Public Agency Comment Letters 


Federal Agencies 

Environmental Protection Agency - 14356; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Definition of 
Low Risk, Bison - Special Management Areas - 
authority to manage, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination 
with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Minority and Low-Income 
Populations 


Federal Elected Officials 

United States Senate, South Dakota - 17861; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 


State Agencies 

Alabama Department of Agriculture & Industries - 
9839; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
percention, 

Arizona Department of Agriculture - 12033; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Socioeconomics - Cost to 
livestock operators 

California Dept of Food and Agriculture - 9243; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Quarantine Operations, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators, Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values 

Georgia Department of Agriculture - 9000, 9229, 
11108; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Testing, 


Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Illinois Department of Agriculture - 9446; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Socioeconomics - Benefit 
and Cost Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

Indiana State Board of Animal Health - 9361; Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - Brucellosis 
Class-Free Status, 

Kansas Animal Health Department-Livestock 
Commission - 8455; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Special Management Areas, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Louisiana Department of Agriculture & Forestry - 
9020; Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Michigan Department of Agriculture - 10509; 
Alternative Plan B, Bison Alternative, 
Socioeconomics - Project costs are reasonable 

Minnesota Board Of Animal Health - 8993; Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators 

Nevada Department of Business and Industry, 
Division of Agriculture - 7526; Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 

North Carolina Department of Agriculture & 
Consumer Services - 8791; Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

North Dakota Department of Agriculture, Board of 
Animal Health - 8440; Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, 

Oregon Department of Agriculture - 14362; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 
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South Dakota Animal Industry Board - 9102; 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public perception 

Texas Animal Health Commission - 9317; Bison - 
Population, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, 

Utah Department of Agriculture and Food - 14887, 
15781; Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception 

Vermont Department of Agriculture, Food & Markets 
- 7485; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone 
Bison Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status 

Washington Department of Agriculture - 10399; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class- 
Free Status, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock 
operators 

Wisconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade & 
Consumer Protection - 11531; Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, 

Wyoming Division Of Cultural Resources - 8778; 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures 

Wyoming Game and Fish Department - 9268; Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, 

Wyoming Livestock Board - 14820; Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Special Management Areas, Bison - 
Vaccination, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Socioeconomics - Project costs are 
reasonable, Vegetation - Vegetative 
Communities 


State Elected Officials 

Idaho State Governor - 11121; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison Ecology, Cattle - 
Change Cattle Operations (Public and Private), 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Project 
costs are reasonable, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, 
Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, Wildlife - 
Threatened & Endangered Species 

Montana House of Representatives - 8872, 14851, 
14857, 15668; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RB51, Citizen's Plan, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities 

Montana State Senate - 940, 14843, 15316; 
Alternative - Adjustments to Interim Plan, 
Alternative Plan B, Alternatives/Issues - 
Eliminated From Further Consideration, 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Population - set an upper and 
lower population level, Bison - Property 
Damage, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 
Bison Ecology, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination 
with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 


Public Agencies 


Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Soc . 
Values, Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, 
Visitor Use - Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming, Visual Resources - 
Landscapes and Viewsheds, Wildlife - Predators 


and Scavengers/Ungulates 


Wyoming State Governor - 14448; Alternatives/Issues 


- New, Bison - Population, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis -Risk Management, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 


County and Local Governments and Agencies 
California, County Of Sacramento - 10336; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 


Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging 


Status and Distribution, Bison - Population, 
Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values, Visitor Use - Overall Visitor Use 
and Experience 


Cody Conservation District Board - 14829; Bison - 


Population, Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - 
modify, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Cost to livestock operators, 
Vegetation - Vegetative Communities, Visual 
Resources - Landscapes and Viewsheds 


Town of West Yellowstone, Montana- See Business 


Section under Moore & McFadden, Chartered - 
14978 
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YELL 14356 
(& UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


November 2. 1908 | 


RE —U.S. Bavironmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Comments On The Draft Eavironmental impact 
Statement For The interagency Bison Management Plan For The State Of Montana And 
Yellowstone National Park (DEIS) 


Dear Ms Bransom. 


EPA appreciates the opportumity to submit its comments to the National Park Service (NPS) on the 
above referenced project and also appreciates the considerable effort the state and federal agencies involved 
have put forth in the publication of tus DEIS EPA's role in commenting on Nabonal Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) documents is many-fokd Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (CAA) directs EPA to 
review and publicly comment on any environmental impacts of a mayor federal action In addition, overy 
federal agency, imchuding EPA, is directed to comment on NEPA documents in which issuer are presented | 
for which that particular agency has jurisdiction by law or by expertise Section 309 af the CAA also | 
directs EPA to determine whether environmental impacts associated with the action are unsatisfactory from 
the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality and assess adequacy of the document. 


Based upon our review, performed uoder our aforementioned responsibilities, EPA belteves that the 
wuplementation of the preferred alternative will not avoid significant environmental impacts, and that the 
DEIS does not adequately assess the impacts of the proposal and explore all reasonabie alternatives. The 
enclosures provide a detailed statement of our concerns. A summary of our concems and recommendations 
ts presented in the following paragraphs 


° The discretionary culling of Yellowstone bison using lethal measures on public lands. in 
instances when other alternatives might serve the same purpose (redaction of risk of the 
spread of brucetiosis to Montana livestock) is an environmental impact that could be avoided 
and should be disclosed. Based upon our reading of the National Research Council's (NRC) | 
report, “Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area,” it has not been scientifically determuned that | 
the risk of brucellosts transntssion from bison to cattle is quantitatively different from that of elk | 
to cattle. Considering the umqueness of the remnant Yellowstone bison herd, and the national 
significance of this natural resource, NPS should broaden the range of alternatives analyzed in | 
deta) im the DEIS to fully anatyze these significant environmental impacts. 
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There is an inadequate rauge of alternatives amatysed im the DIEIS. Additional alternatives 
have been identified whch could be moluded m tre DELS, and reduce envircaenial unpacts of 
the action BPA understands that one of these proposed siternatives has beon put forth by the 
National Wildhfe Federation, the InterTnbal Bisoe Cooperative and others, and that « may offer 
new and significant information EPA believes that NPS should consider this or semular proposals, 
in the range of alternatives to be analyzed, to more fully preserve this unaque resource as all 
interested partes work to resolve this issue based on the best scssnoe avasiable. 


Goverament-to-govermacat consultation wits Native Americts Tribes aceds to he conducted 
for this action. Bison are vomsidered by many Tribes as a cultural resource As discussed in our 
enclosed detailed comments, Nauve Amenoan Tribes have requested goverament-to- government 
consultation oa this matter (sec enclosed comanents which contain relevant excerpts on 
governmont-to-government consultation, and Cheyenne River Sioux Resolubon). 


The use of lerhal moasures to cull Ycllowstoac bison qualifies as a agnificant eavironmental 
impact in this context (as « relates to Tnbal cultural resources) as dewcribed under 40 CFR 
1508.27 (b) (5) amd (8): “The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are 
hughty uncertam or mvolve uniqus or unknown nisks.” and ‘The degree to which the action may 
adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or otgects listed in or ehgble for listing un the 
National Register of Histonc Places or may cause loss or destructioa of sguficant sciontrfic, 
cultural, or historical resources.” 


The DEIS needs to address Environmental Justice as it relates to Native American Tribes 
and us described im guidance frow the Council on Kaviremmental Quality (CEQ). io they 
publicatioa, “Environmental Jusvce, Guidance Umder the National Exvironmenta! Poticy Act 
under “implementa/ion” i states, “To the greatest extent practicable and pornutted by law, and 
consistent with the principies set forth in the report on the National Performance Review, each 
Federal agency shal) make acheving eovwonmental justice part of its mission by ideunfying and 
addressing, as appropnate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or eavironmental 
effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations, low-income populatons. 
Indian tribes in the United States...” 


The definition of disproportionately high and adverse environmental effects in the aforementioned 
CEQ guidance includes, “Such effects [28] ccological, cultural, buman health, ecomomic, or social 
impacts on minority communities, low-income communities, or Indian tribes when those wapacts 
are umerrelated to wnpacts on the natural or physical environment. 


EPA believes that the culling of Ycllowstone bison with the use of lethal force is an interrelated 
umpact as cited above and falls under the definition of significant umpact, CEQ regulations section 
1$08.27 (b) (3). 


The preferred alternative does not meet the first part of the stated purpose under the purpose 
and needs statement for this DEIS: “The purpese of the action is to maintain a wild, free- 
ranging population ef bison...” Based upon EPA ‘5 reading of the act which created the NPS and 
management policies presented in the DEIS, the NPS has a charge “to conserve . the wildlife in 
parks and to provide for enjoyment of the same in such manner, and by such means as will leave 
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them ummpaued for the enjoyment of future generations,” and to manage the resource wn a complex and contentious issue and commends ail involved in they efforts to address bre"losis un the 
regional context [hes not only wchudes management to protect the econamuc development outside Greater Yellowstone Area. EPA 1s available to answer any questions thai the NPS may have about our 
of the park (the Montana livestock industry), but also to protact the federal resource outside of the comments. Please contact Jim: Berkley at (303) 312-7102 for this purpose. 
park in thus regional context. NPS should be involved in decisions as to when Yellowstone bison 
are culled using lethal force on public lands outside of Yellowstone Natonal Park (YNP) to fulfill Sincerely 


ttus purpose. The preferred alternative leaves this decision, the managemen: of a wiuque federal 
gatural resource of national sigmficance, to the discreuon of the Montana staic vetermanan 


° The preferred alternative docs aot meet the second part of the stated purpose under the 


purpose and needs statement for this DIS: “. address the risk of brucellosis transmission ic Cynthia Cody 

protect economic mterest and viability of the livestock industry im the state of Montana.” |t 1s Chief of NEPA Uni 

EPA's reading of the NRC report that there is no quantitative scientific imformation that the nsk of Boosystems Protection Program 
tramsmmasion of brucellosts from biscn to cattle is greater than that of elk to cattle. The NRC 

report states that, elk range and bison range overiap in the geographic areas of concem. If there 1s enclosures 


wo screntafic evidence that nsk of transmission to cattle is greater with elk or bison, and elk and 
bison are intermingling with cattle w the same geographic area of concern, tben the preferred 
alternatrve will not reduce the nisk of brucelloss transmission to cattle. 


° The DEIS amproperty segments the NEPA process. The DEIS attesapts to segment the NEPA 
process im two ways. The first way 1s by trying to address transmission of bruceflosis to Montane 
cattie by caly focusing on ane of the brucellosis reservoirs, bison, while ignoring the other, clk As 
explained above, EPA's reading of the NRC report indicates this will not meet one of the stated 
purposes of the DEIS. The second way um which this document attempts to segment NFPA is by 
addressing the risk of transmission of brucellosis to cattle for the state of Montana and leaving the 
addressing of the tssuc in the other surrounding states of Idaho and Wyomang to a larger NEPA 
effort in the future To property segment the NEPA process, the smaller cffort (the current DEIS) 
must be able to fit into the future larger effort. Without addressing the elk and bison together in 
this DEIS, this will not be possibte. 


° The NPS and coeperating agencies should issue « supplemental DEIS, so that the public has 
an opportunity to review and comment on newly presented information and analyzed 
alternatives. 


. EPA suggests the Animal and Piant Health Inspection Service (APHIS) initiate 2 NEPA 
review of its brucellosis-free status policy (sec cnciosed detailed comments for further 
explanation) 


EPA's rating of this DEIS is Environmental Objections - Insufficient Information (EO-2) This 
rating consists of two components. The EO represents EPA’s rating of the environmental impact of the 
avoided in order to provide adequate protection for the environment in the DETS Corrective measures may 
require changes to the preferred alternative or application of mitiganon measures that can reduce the 
environmental impact. The “2° component of the rating addresses the adequacy of the impact statement 
and whether a full range of reasonable alternatives has been included in the NEPA document. 


Enclosed are EPA's detailed comments supporting this rating. EPA recogmizes this is quite a 
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Detmied ( omments 


t. The discretionary culling of Yellowstone bison using lethal measures on public lands, in mstances 
when other alternatives mught serve the same purpose (reduction of nsk of the spread of brucelios:s 
to Montana livertock) is an emvironmevtal impact that could be avosded. One cxampie is that of the 
Montana statc veterinarian making the decison on the ume frame of bison removal from public 
lands and when hazing should end and lethal force will be used to remove beson.' Establishment of 
special management areas (SMA) will be left to the discretion of the state of Montana as specified 
by Montana law.” it is EPA's understanding that thes will mean the SMAs will be established at 
the discretion of the Montana Board of Livestock. if SMAs are to be a real and viable part of the 
preferred alternative, there should be a commitment to establish (acquire land ) and determme the 
locanon of these areas. The establishment of these areas should be determined by stute and federal 
decision makers at least. The ideal is to heve an open process that smciudes al! stakeholders. 


2. EPA has been in contact with the laterTribal Bison Cooperative (ITBC), which “[...) is a 
non-profit 501 (c) (3) tribal orgamizatios and is commnatted to reestablishing buffalo hers on indian 
lands in a manner that promctes cultural cahancement, spiritual revitalization, ecological 
restoration, and economic development. ITBC is governed by a Board of Directors, which is 
compnsed of one tribal represeatetive from each member tribe.” In our conversation with 
Executive Director, Mark Heckert, he indicated that there has bees concern by Tnbal governments 
that govermment-to-goverament consultation has not been imitiaied by NPS on thes DEIS. 


EPA has received a copy of a Cheyenne River Sioux Tribal Council Resolution (Resolution No. 
110-98-CR) requesting that the United States initiate official consultation with the Tribe (please 
see enclosed copy). EPA believes that this resource (Y ellowstone bison) falls within the definition 
of cultural resource found in 40 CFR 1508.27 (b)(8). EPA believes that this consultation should 
take place prior to issuig the supplemental DEIS and in conformance with the Executive 
Memorandum mentioned below. 


The Executive Memorandum on “Goverament-to-Government Relations With Native American 
Tribal Governments”, Federal Register, Volume $9, No. 85, page 22951, April 29, 1994, states: 


Each executive department and agency shall consult the greatest extent practicable and to the 
extent permitted by law, with tribal governments prior to taking actions that affect federally 
recognized irtbal governments. All such consultations are to be open and candid so thai all 
interested parties may evaluate for themselves the potential impact of relevant proposals. 


Bison Managemen: Plan For The State Of Montana And Yellowstone National Park. 1998. 107 
pp. 

?National Park Service, Draft Environmental Impact Statement For The 
Bison Management Plan For The State Of Montana And Yellowstone Nationa! Park. 1998. 58 
pp. 


Each executive department and agency shail apply the requirements af Execusi~e Orders Nos. 
12875 (“Enhancing the Invergovernmental Partnership”) and | 2866 (“Regulatory Planning and 
Review ") to design solutions and tailor Federal programs, in appropriate circumstances. to 
address specific or wuque needs of tribal communities. 


3 The preferred alternative does not meet the first part of the stated purpose under the purpose and 
needs statement for this DEIS. “The purpose of the achon is to mastain a wild, free-ranging 
populanoa of bison...” Based upon EPA's reading of the act wich created the NPS and 
management policies presented in the DEIS, the NPS has a charge “to conserve...the wildlife 
parks and to provide for eujoyment of the same m such manner, and by such means as will ieave 
them unumpaired for the enyoyment of future generations,” and to manage the resource wi a 
regional context. 


NPS’ charge is stated im the act which created it in 1916: “to conserve the scomery and the natural 
and hustonc objects and the wildlife m parks and to provide for exyoyment of the same m such 
manner, ead by such means as will leave them unsmpaired for the enjoyment of future 

ions.” Additional text in the DEIS states, Several recent planning and policy documents, 
including the “Yellowstone National Park Master Plan” (NPS 1974), the “Yellowstone National 
Park Statemeni for Management” (NPS 1991), and the “National Park Service Management 
Policies” (NPS | 988), require that park planning be accomplished in a regional context 
(emphasis added). This latter concern is summarized in the “Management Policies as follows. 
“Recognizing that parks are integral parts of larger regional environments, the Natronal Park 
Service will work « :operatively with others to anticipate, avoid, and resolve potential conflicts, 
to protect park resources, and to address mutual interests in the quality of life for communtty 
residents, considering economic development as well resource and environmental protection“ 


The statements above not only include management of the resource to protect the economic 
development outside of the park (the Montana livestock industry), but also to protect the federal 
resource outside of the park im this regional comtext. In the preferred alternative, it is stated that, 
“Bison located outside the park in the west boundary area would be hazed back into the park in the 
spring, 30 to 60 days before cattle occupy the area. The exact number of days, between 30 and 60, 
would be at the discreticn of the state veterimarian. Those bison that could not be hazed back into 
the park would be shot.™ This is a decision that should not be made by a state official solely, 
especially when it comes to Yellowstone bison on public lands. The NPS should piay a substannve 
role in this decision, especially when it comes to managing a umque environmental resource such 


*National Park Service, Draft Environmental impact Statement For The Interagency 
Bison Management Plan For The State Of Montana And Yellowstone National Park. 1998. 31 
PP. 


“National Park Service, Draft Environmental Impact Statement For The Interagency 
Bison Management Plan For The State Of Montana And Yellowstone National Park. 1998. 61 pp 
and 107 pp. 
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as the remnant bir) of Yellowstone beson * 


Additonal supper tor having both fedora! and state roles m the management of Yellowstone bison 
on public ands owt «te of the park is found un both the NRC and DEIS reports, where the aauonal 
significance of lie sevu is emphamszed The NRC report states, when discussing reducing the nek 
of transrmamon of ov acllows, “Those approaches (the approaches to bruceliosss transmussion 
reduction present in the NAC report) could be used undevidually or cormbuned, depending on the 
degres of control determined to be in the best national userest. The DEIS also highlights the 
matvonal sigmficance of this issuc by stating, “Management of bison in the Yellowstone area has 
become « matter of aattonal attention aod iateres ” This national sigmificance secras especially 
crtucal considering the unique character of this herd, as reflected w their heritage, and theu key 
rote with the geueral public who assocanens the park with the bison 


4, The preferred alternative does nut meet the second part of the stated purpose under the purpose and 
aceds statement for thus DEIS “ address the nsk of brucellosis transmassion (0 protect coonomec 
taterest and viability of the livestock wndustry m the state of Montana.” The NRC report supports 
the notion that the control of brucellosis in the GY A cap aot be achieved by unplementation of the 
preferred alternative in the NRC report, « paragraph on page 80 discusses transmission of Bison 
to Casthe and on page 81, Blk to cattle. Both animals carry B. aborts. The “bison to cattle” 
section states, “wader natural conditions, the nsk of transmasson from bison to cattle is very low, 
but the appropnate quantitatrve risk assossments have not been done The “Elk to Cattle” 

says, “Transmission of B. adortus from clk to cattle is unlikely m a natural setting. 
How is thus differen from the statement above about “bison to cattle” Nesther nsks are 
quantified The report states that brucellosis has been transmatted from bison to cathe under 
expertmental conditions The report also says, “the of bruceliac to be transmuted from elk 
to cattle under experimental conditions has bean proved The information on bison and elk seems 
to be the same m these stances. 


The preferred alternatrve does not make sense m that it only focuses oa bison to control the spread 
of B. wortus to Montana cattle. There is no scientific evidence resented m the NRC report that 
the risk of bison transmitting brucellosis to cattle is greater than th © of elk in the GYA. The NRC 
repor. states, “the distributions of the two species overlap broadly: .« GYA on the summer 


"Isenberg, Andrew ©. The Return of the Bison Nostalgia, Profit, and Preservation 
1997. Environmental History V2, 2, 179 pp. 


"National Research Council, Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area. 1998 7 pp. 


"National Park Service, Draft Environmental impact Statement For The 
Bison Management Plan For The State Of Montana And Yellowstone National Park. 1998. 167 
pp 


"National Research Council, Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area. 1998 80 pp and 
81 pp. 


range, whore they are morc dispersed, and on the winter ranyc, where they are concentrated “* 


5. There are anc objectives that the untcrageacy tam agrood would be used to help desermine 
reasonableness of each alternative, and would Le applied to the selection of a preferred alternative 
Based upoo uformanoa wm the NRC report, ot yectives 4 and 5 can not be met Thies supports the 
souce that a reasonable altcrnative bas not been selected that can meet the stated purposes of the 
DELS Objective 4 states, “Comund to the eventual clmimation of brucellosis wn bison and other 
wildlife” ~ The NRC report states, “Bocauss neither sufficsent mformanon aor technical 
capability ts available to umplement a bruceliosis-cradication program in the GY A at presen, 
eradication as a goal is more a statement of principle than a workable program The best that will 
be possible m the neas future will be reduction of the risk of transmission of B. aboruss from 
wildlife to cattle.” 


Objective 5 states, “Protect livestock from the nek of brucelions...“' The NRC report makes 
several statements that support the need to address brucellos:s reservoirs other than bison “Masy 
more olk than bison are presest in the GYA." “The risk of bison or olk transmitting brucellosis to 
caitic is small, but it is oot zero.” “If infection rates are not substantially reduced in elk, 
reufectton of bison 1s inevitable." “Ay vaccination program for bison must be sccompanied by 
8 concomstast program for efk.”!’ Based on these statements and tho ufonnation presented 
elsewhere m the NRC report and mentioned im our comments above, EPA does not believe that the 
preferred alternative will substannally meet objective 5. 


6 The DEIS eaproperty segments the NEPA process. it 1s stated in the DEIS that this effort will be 


to comtrol the Montana problem It ts true that government agencies can segment the National 
Eaviroamental Policy Act (NEPA) process under certaun circumstances. However, when that 
segmentation 1s made, the sogment must fit usto the larger NEPA effort of which it 1s or will be a 
segment. The DEIS states that the Greater Yellowstone inscragency Brucellosis Committee 
(GYTBC) is working on a comprehensive plan for controling brucelics's in the GY A (which will 
inchude idaho and Wyoming) The approach is this DEIS must fit into the larger pian that will be 
developed by the GYIBC. The GYIBC plan will have to address clk as a reservoir of B. abortus. 
Because tus DEIS docs not address elk and docs not fit as a piece of the future GYIBC plan, EPA 
believes the’ the preferred alternative '* an improper segmentation of NEPA 


"National Research Council, Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area. 1998. 83 pp. 


“National Park Service, Draft Environmental Impact Statement For The 
Bison Management Plan For The State Of Montana And Yellowstone National Park. 1998 29 
pp 

"National Park Service, Drak bavironmentai impact Statement For The Interagency 
Bison Management Plan For The State Of Montana And Yellowstone National Park. 1998 29 
PP. 


"National Research Council, Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area. 1998. 5 pp. 
"National Research Council, Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area. 1998. 8 pp. 
& 
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HPA bolteves that the NPS and coapershag agencies showkd issue a supplemental DEIS, 00 thai (he 
pubbc bas an upportunsty to review and comment os aowly presented uftrmation aul mmaty poi 
ahernatives. The new significant informenon s found m the NRC report and indicates that there 1s 
Q0 quantitative scseatific evwdonce that the nek of transamssiun of bruceliosts fram bison tw cattle 
greater then that of oth to cathe Thies s quite sagmificast in that, as stated above, lk range aad 
bason range of concere overty: sad that oh is the other mayor brucellosis reservoir in the GY A 
Please sec 40 CFR 1502 9 (c) fo mformmnon oo supplemental HISs 


Besod upou mformation m the NR( report, should vaccunsiion of catths be comsdored as an 
alternative’ The NRC report states that vaccination of cattte ws the most cost offtctsve wad 
workable method of reducing the risk of transmussion of brucellosis to cattie “Gives the 
defficuites of veccunating boson, the most workable method of reducing the nek of traasmesson of 
brwostiosts from bison and ofk to cattic m the GY A m= vacomation of catthe This program is the 
mosi cost-effective way of reducing potential transmission from vnidiife w tho short tecm "'* 


The NRC report further states, “Decisions to mtervens should be supported by clear and 
competing evideace end a consensus of experts thai they are aecessary ~’ It also states, 
“Obviously, the kmowtedge aad tochnscal capability are available (co manage breve and ath to 
stabihoc thes gumbers wade YNP |Vqllowstonc Natoma! Past) a sons upper tami = Thr 
important question, therefore, w not whether we can, but whether we should do 50 ~ 


EPA acknowledges that Montane has legitimate and serous concems about its brucellosis-frec 
status and the effect thet stats could heave on the livestock secto: of the Moutaua economy 


The Ammai and Plant Health imepection Service (APHIS) should metuate a NEPA review of thes 
policy an bruceilosie-free status This review would be on a astional scale This suggestion has its 
bests m the example cited m the DEIS “Since Montana producers export a mayority of theu 
commodity to other states and to mternatonal markets, the percepuos of diseased anunais could 
producers from around Montana from marketing livestock For mstance, duning the |996- 
(997 wunter the state of Oregon imposed restriction on the movernent cf untested tivestock from 
Montana into Oregon “'* This example supports the need for « national dialogue on this issue. 


Another supporting reason for an open discussion of the APHIS policy of brucelions-free stanas 1s 
the level of concern about accepting APHIS’ low risk definition of brucellos.. ‘ransmassion among 
Moatana’s livestock andustry hes w further supported in that APHIS has undscated that thes 
definsvon wil) not threaten Montana 's bruceflosis-free status, yet the level of concern remains The 
low risk definsnoe imchudes bulls. yeartings. catves and cows with ther new-borns. 


‘*Mational Research Council, Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area. 1998 115 pp. 
“National Research Council, Brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area 1998 118 pp. 
“*Natonal Park Service, Draft Environmental impact Statement For The Interagency 


Bison Managemen Plan For The State Of Montana And Ycliowstone National Park. 1998 25 


WHEREAS, the Cheyenne Kive: Siow Tribe of South Dahon is an wilncuspn cin! Tribe of indians, 
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and 
cultura! mann, trough their efforts to restore bison to Native American tribal lands for economic and 
cultural renewal. ITBC, with 47 member tribes in 16 states, is equally committed to protecting 
the many buffalo herds currently roaming our federal lands. 
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Interagency Bison Management Pian 
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Over $3 5 billion have been invested in eradicating brucellosis from the United States Today there are onty 6 
brucellosis affected cattle and domestic bison herds remaining in the United States Shortly bruceilosis affected 
wildlife wn the Greater Yellowstone Area will be the only uncontrotied Brucelis abortus infection remaining in 
this country. 


We are concerned that the Draft Environment Impact Statement For The interagency Bison Management Kor The 
State of Montana and Y eilowstone National Park did not utilize the impartal science of the Navona! Research 
Council's final report on Bruce! losis in the Greater Yellowstone Area in developing scientifically sound 
bruce|losts eradication alternatives The proposed bruce!losis management alternatives as outlined in the May 
1998 DEIS are not an adequate to address this important issue. 


| 
| 
Alternative 6 with modifications presents the best workable alternative for dealing with bruce!losis in the 
Yellowstone bison. Alabama supports the modifitive alternative 6 presented in the Unsted States Animal Health 
| Associations comments on the DEIS. 

| 

| 


The concept of using Special Management Areas (SMA) to solve the bison problem is not an acceptable 
approach The SMA's will result in an even greater population of bison in Yellowstone National Park and simply 
expand the park boundary exposing more livestock to bruce/losis. 


Alabama strongly supports the detailed comments on the DE!S submitted by the United States Animal Health 
Association A copy of the USAHA comments dated October 6, |998 is included with these comments. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this important issue. 
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YELL - /2033 
Arizona Department of Agriculture 


1668 West Adarns Sweet, Phoenix, Arizona 85007 


ANIMAL SERVICES DIVISION 
Office of the State Veterinarian 
(G02) 542-4293 FAX (602) 542-4290 

October 10, 1998 

Ms. Sarah Branson 

interagency Bison Management Plan 

DC-R 

P.O. Box 25287 


Deaver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Branson: 


This letter is submitted as official comments to the Draft Environmenal Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Interagency 
Bison Management Pian for the State of Montana and Y eitowstone National Park. The proposed alternati 4 
in the DEIS ave inadequate. Alternative six, with the modificati 

Association provides the best alternative and should be implemented. 


- 


ded by the United States Animal 


This country is nearing the eradication of brucellosis from cattle. Efforts have been ongoing for more than six decades 
and more than $3 Billion has been invested by state governments and the federa) government, as weil as the livestock 
industry, to bring this costly disease of zoonotic importance to closure. Brucellosis m the Yellowstone National Park 
is the ONLY remaining uncontrolled focus of Brucella abortus infection in the United States. 


Not only ts eradication of this disease from the United States important because of the economic impacts on livestock 
production, but also because this disease is a threat to public health. Having worked closely with Mexico on their 
brucellosis eradication program, | am intimately aware of the adverse impact on people who are infected with 
brucellosis. This is a serious zoonotic disease. 


Experience in both public and private bison herds has shown thet appropriate strategies can, and do eliminate 
brucellosis. The concept of using Special Management Areas to solve the brucellosis problem in Yellowstone National 
Park is mot an appropriate strategy and is not an acceptable approach. | firmly believe that by incorporating the 
modifications recommended by the United States Animal Health Association in Alternative six of the DEIS, 
brucellosis can be eliminated from Yellowstone National Park in a time frame that is acceptable to this country. 


Sincerely, 


2 dsdil— 


R. D. Willer, DVM 
State Veterinarian 
Arizona Department of Agriculture 
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ATE OF CAUPCRPOA 
TE AA ON YN SO 
DEPARTMENT OF FOOD AND AGRICULTURE 


1220 N Street, Room A-114 
Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 654-088) 


October 14, 1998 


Comments on the Draft Eaviroamental impact Statement for the interagency Bison 
Management Plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park 


California supports the development of a plan to resolve the problem of brucellosis affected 
wildlife in the Greater Yellowstone National Park Area (GYNPA). However, the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), as presented, does not adequately address this 


* Brucellosis is a serious zoonotic disease and a serious public health threat, and because of the 
potential to transmit to humans, brucellosis is one of the most regulated diseases of cattle. 


* Brucellosis affects wildlife other than the bison, most notably elk, and these are not included 
in this DEIS. 

* Infected wildlife exists throughout the GYNPA, not just the northern portion of the national 
park (as discussed in the DEIS), and disease must be controlled in the entire GYNPA 

¢ Other states are involved besides Montana. 


* Bison should not be relocated from the GYNPA until the entire herd is free of brucellosis 
because adequate quarantine facilities and testing protocols to ensure that exposed bison are 
free of infection do not exist. 


¢ The United States (US) livestock industry has worked since 1934 to eradicate brucellosis, and 
an estimated $3.5 billion has been spent in the National Brucellosis Eradication program. 
Brucellosis is now almost completely eradicated from cattle. 


* The wildlife in GYNPA will soon become the only remaining area where uncontrolled 
Brucella abortus infection remains in the US. 


¢ The presence of cattle brucellosis in the US severely restricts international and interstate 
trade. 


* The GYNPA management plan that is chosen must include a program to control brucellosis 
in wildlife that will start immediately. 


~ 
= 
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* Brucellosis infection has been controlled in both private and public bison herds, showing that 
appropriate strategies can eliminate brucellosis from bison. 


¢ The value of disease free bison is not analyzed in the DEIS. 


The proposed alternative's presented in the DEIS are inadequate. Alternative 6, with the 
modifications recommended by the United States Animal Health Association, provides the best 
alternative and we recommend its implementation. 


California supports the comments about the DEIS made by the United States Animal Health 
Association. 


le 


Director and State Veterinarian 
Animal Health and Food Safety Services 


c. John Braly, Executive Vice President, California Cattlemen’s Association, Sacramento, CA 


YELL-9364 


October 15, 1998 


Ms. Sarah Branson 
Interagency Bison Management Pian 
DC-R 

Post Office Box 25287 

Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 


Deas Ms. Branson: 


As the United States approaches the eradication of brucellosis in bovine herds nationwide, the 
Park area. The US Park Service has done an exceptional job in managing our national parks and 
| consider bison a large part of our country's heritage. | am deeply disturbed that the over 
population of bison is damaging our nation's premier park and threatening the national progress 
of eradicating bovine brucellosis. 


The Special Managemeni Areas concept that is being proposed is not an acceptable approach to 
solving the bison problem. Proven science based strategies have eliminated brucellosis in cattle 
and bison herds and should be no less successful in the Yellowstone area. 


The proposed alternatives presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) are 
inadequate to eradicate brucellosis and repair the environmental damage. | believe that 
Altemative 6 with the modifications recommended by the United States Animal Health 
Associations (USAHA) provides the best alternative and should be implemented. A copy of the 
USAHA comments is enclosed for your review. The USAHA alternative addresses both the 
brucellosis infection problem and the over population of bison in the park and will mimimize the 
nsk of exposure to our nation's cattle herds. 


Your consideration of these comments 1s appreciated. 
Sincerely, 


a 


Enclosure 


For attachment see: Orgamzation Section. 
United States Animal Health Assoctation. 
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Georgia Department of Agriculture 


Capitol Square « Atlanta, Ceorgia 30334-4201 


October 19, 1998 


Dear Ms. Branson: 


I consider bison a large part of our country’s heritage. The US Park Service has done 
exceptional job in managing our national parks and I am deeply concerned that the over 
population of bison is damaging our nation’s premier park and threatening the national progress 
of eradicating bovine brucellosis. In excess of $3 billion has been spent in this eradication effort. 
As the United States approaches the eradication of brucellosis in bovine herds nationwide, the 
Park area. 


The Special Management Areas concept that is being proposed is not an acceptable approach to 
solving the bison problem. Proven science based strategies have eliminated brucellosis in cattle 
and bison herds and should be successful in the Yellowstone area. 


The proposed alternatives presented in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) are 
inadequate to eradicate brucellosis and repair the environmental damage. | support Alternative 6 
with the modifications recommended by the United States Animal Health Associations 
(USAHA) provides the best alternative and should be implemented. A copy of the USAHA 
comments is enclosed for your review. The USAHA alternative addresses both the brucellosis 
infection problem and the over population of bison in the park and will minimize the risk of 
exposure to our nation’s cattle herds. 


Your consideration of these comments is appreciated. 
Sincerely, 


0 late Rial rue: 


C. Carter Black III,DVM 
Associate State Veterinarian 


Yel. 1, /oF# 


Georgia Department of Agriculture 


Capitol Square « Atlanta, Georgia 30334-4201 


October 21, 1998 


Dear Ms. Branson: 


I am writing you to comment on the management of Yellowstone National Park bison with 
regards to the eradication of the disease Brucellosis. I have been involved in Georgia's 
Brucellosis eradication efforts since 1985 as an Animal Discase Eradication Veterinarian for the 
Georgia Department of Agriculture. | am a “field” veterinarian working on the ground with 
cattle and bison owners to eliminate Brucellosis from their herd. 


Georgia became Brucellosis Free in April 1998. Most of the United States is now free of 
Brucellosis. To my knowledge, less than 10 cattle herds remain infected in the entire United 
States. As the nation moves to “Free” status, the weil known Brucella infection in Yellowstone 
National Park’s bisun becomes a greater threat to the national cattle industry as weil as to the 
health of the Yellowstone National Park's bison herd itself. 1 fee) it is imperative that the 
National Park Service develops am active program to eliminate Brucellosis from Yellowstone 
National Park bison. This disease will not go away by itself and it also poses a risk to humans 
that come in contact with aborted feti and to any neighboring cattle or bison herds in the area. 


I think with the use of a new Brucella vaccine, RBS1, 2 program could be developed using 
serological testing and vaccination to climinaie this disease in a relatively short (5-10 yours) 
period of time. An action program could be implemented that would draw little cr.ticism from 
the public and would have the support and assistance of the state of Montana and the cattle and 
bison industries. ee te dl eo eee ee? 
carrying capacity for bison within the boundaries of Yellowstone National Park. The 
Yellowstone National Park population should be maintained at that level. This would reduce the 
incidence of contact between Yellowstone National Park bison and bison and cattle in areas 
adjacent to the Park. | appreciate the Park Service's hands-off, natural approach to the 
management of the Yellowstone National Park resources, but I am afraid that this approach to 
the bison Brucellosis issue is not going to work. The health and reproductive capacity of the 
Yellowstone National Park bison herd would greatly benefit from a little intervention with 
regards to the elimination of Brucellosis from the herd. 


SL, OMRON TY Roe 
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YELL-11,108 contd. 


Page Two 


In my iateracnon with owners of Brucella wfected cattle, | have met great resistance from some 
of them to measures nevcssary to chumnaiec the disease from their herds in cach case | feel thai 
these owners would agrec thai after cradication was completed, their herds were healthier and 
more productive as a result of ndding Bruceljosis from thear cattbe. 


1 do not feel the National Perk Service will be allowed w maintain a herd of Brucella infected 
bison when the rest of the United States is free of the discase. | believe an active hands-on 
approach gow will ultimately resuk in a strong, healthier herd of bison mn the Yellowstone 
National Park A herd that will represent our national heritage and be « source of pride for the 
Park Service could be achseved if a proactive test and vaccinate Bruceila eradication program 
were to be unplemented now in the Yellowstone National Park bison herd. 


Sincerely, 

eG . 
L. Stanley VM 
Animal Disease Eradication 
Vetermanan 
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October 14, 1998 


Ms. Sarah Branson 
ries 


P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Sarah. 


| support the United States Animal Health Association's (USAHA) comments to the 
Environmental tmpact Statement for the interagency Bison Management for Montana and 
Yellowstone National Park. This nation has spent more than 60 years and $3 billion to eradicate 
brucellosis in the cattle herds in the United Ststes. The Greater Yellowstone Area (GY A) 
represents the only uncontrollable B.sbortus infection remaining in the United States. It is 
imperative that we complete this eradication effort. The GYA issue is not only a threat to the 
livestock industry, but could result in s major financial loss to cattle and bison producers in this 
country. Brucellosis also poses as a serious public health threat. 


Using Special Management Areas (SMA) to solve the bison problem is not an acceptable 
approach to control and eradicate the disease in the GYA. The proposed alternatives presented in 
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) are inadequate. In conclusion, the 
modifications recommended by USAHA to Alternative 6 should be implemented. | therefore, 
would most appreciate your consideration to this request. 


Sincerely, 
Vestu SO. tase 


Richard D. Hull, D.V.M. 

State Veterinarian 

Bureau of Animal Health 
RDH:sb 


cc: Dr. J. Lee Alley 
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Dear Ms. Branson, 


Association USAHA) 

in Minneapolis, MN. where the Draft Environmental impact Statement(DE!S) 

tr ragancy Bon Plan was discussed. The USAHA endorsed a 
the findings in the DEIS, and a copy of the 


indiana producers, veterinarians and state and federal animal health officials 
worked for many decades before we received Brucelicsie-free status in August 1992. 
Our industries are concerned about the continuing threat the Brucelosis-infected bison 
and elk pose to the nation’s cattle herds. Significant progress has been made 
nationally in the eradication effort, and every effort must be taken to eliminate this 
disease from the country. It Is estimated that the US Brucellosis eradication program 
in cattle has cost over $3 Billion over the last 60 years. and we must not permit the only 


inadequate to address this serious public health threat. Alternative 6 with the 
modifications recommended by the USAHA provides the best alternative and should 
be implemented. Further, the concept of using Special Management Areas(SMA) to 
solve the bison problem is not an acceptable approach. 

We appreciate the apportunity to comment on the DEIS. 


A Cats o— 


Indiana State Veterinarian 
Por attachment see: Organization Section, 
United States Anima! Health Association. 
YELL-93%4 


Safeguarding Indiana's animais, food supply and citizens for over 100 years. 


STATE OF KANSAS 


KANSAS ANIMAL HEALTH DEPARTMENT 
George Cengnedan. Livestock Commissioner 


708 & Kansas 66603-3714 

Phone 613/206-2326 FAK 013/206-1765 
Cumaber 12, 1998 YELL 8455 
Sera ‘remeos 
wy Beason Mama ne Las 


Dest Ms Branson, 


Eradacatioe of bovine brucellosis is coming tw closure im the cattle herds of our nation | his effort nas taken over 
tunty years and ove: | belies doBars of iaxpeyes 5 money, as weil as uminows cxponec 00 ite livestock prodscens of 
the US Yellowstone National Pask bas tie only remaining unconisolied reservoir of brecella abortus um the 
Uemed Semses To insure (het ows cowmtry becomes traty free af brucellosis, the discas: must be eradicated from Use 
bisun amd ofh of the Gresser Yeltowwome Asa 


Brucelions 1s a senous health threst to humans, es well as brvestoch | would beboove all of us to do everything 
practical to cradecate (ike chsease Allowing braveliosss to go unchecked in ow wild herds of bison in Yelhowsiowc 
ts not prudent public policy 


Brucefiosts can be elimansted from bison aformetion us avaiable to suppor that private herds as well as pubix 
herds. can be “clerned-up” with appropriate strateges. including vacoimation with RB 5/ brecelia vecciac The 
comoept of special management areas ws not a viabbe means of controlling the disease. much less of eradication. 
Allowing exposed, infocted amimais to range over a greater area wil! omly incresse the risk to the cattle herds af the 
area, 


The proposed altermstives presented in the DEJS are Alterpatrve 5 ts surety the most efficsemt in 
regard to diesasc comtrol asd cradicauon, but | realize that the general pale: wil) mot let that altcrnative be wend 
because of the destruction of # large mumber of bison. 


The United Stsses Amimal Health Association (USAHA) has developed and cadorsed s modification of Alernatrve 
6 | have enclosed comments from USAHA regarding the DEIS and the proposed alternative | belicve that this 
modificanon of alternatrve 6 can effectively contro! aad eradscate bruceflosss from the bison of Yellowstone while 
satisfying the geweral publi s demand for the least intervention wmto # “natural” sctung 


Thank you for your positive consideration of the SAHA 's modification of alternative 6 
Big: fee 
Livestock 

For attachment see Organization Section, 
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808 O00M 
Commissioner of Agriculture & Forestry 


October 15, 1998 


Ms. Sara Bransom 
Inter Agency Bison Management Plan 
DSC/RP 


P. O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


The eradication of brucellosis in the United States cattle and bison populations is near a 
reality. After yoars and years of work and mullions of dollars in expenditures and lost production 
this country is on the verge of eradicating this costly disease which is a menace to both human 
and livestock bealth. 


Nowhere has this task been more difficult than in Louisiana. The climate and terrain 
coupled with necessary management practices have provided a unique and difficult situation in 
which to work. However, this state stands on the threshold of eradication and we are very 
concemed that the sacrifices on the part of our livestock industry will be jeopardized by falure to 
complete the eradication plans in this country. 


Under these circumstances, we support the United States Animal Health Association 
comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the interagency Bison 
Plan for the state of Montana and Yellowstone National Park, dated October 6, 1998. A copy of 


those comments is attached. 

Sincerely, 
Bob Odom Dr. Maxwell Lea, Jr., D.V.M. 
State Veterinarian 


Attachment kor atachment sc Organization Section. 
Unned States Amma! Health Association. 
YEL'-9364 


Lountena Department of Agricutture 4 Forestry? O Box 631. Baton Rouge Lowlmans 7082! 083! (504) 082-1234 
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Shwiey A. Shogman JOHN ENGLER, Governor 
Dears tame DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
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61) W. OTTAWA + LANSING. MICHIGAN 48033 
QAN WYANT. Director 
October 12, 1998 
Ms. Sarah Bransom 
Interagency Bison Management Plan 
DC-R 
P.O. Box 25287 


Denver. Colorado 80225-0287 
Dear Ms. Bransom: 


The United States is nearing eradication of brucellosis, a poteraially serious public health threat. 
from the nation’s cattle herd. This cooperative stase, federal, and industry disease eradication 
program has spanned over 60 vears with costs over $3 billion. 


The onty uncontrolled brucellosis (B. abortus) infection in the country is located in the Yellowstone 
Nationa! Park area in the bison herd. This uncontrolled infection poses a real and serious health 
threat to the livestock in the area and potentially to brucellosis-free states such as Michigan. Our 
livestock industries have invested greatly in dollars, animal resources, and intrastate and interstate 
testing requirements to attain this free status. A country free of B. abortus infection allows for 
increased free trade, increased revenues, amd decreased risk of human infection. 


Expenence in both private and public bison herds has shown that appropriate and will 
eliminate brucellosis. fhe Gut covismmensd ingast qammme fr Ge toceoeee bison 
managemen plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park and the proposed 
alternatives contained within the impact statement are not acceptable. The concept of using Special 
See Sap © Sie So Sam Waa Gees SE on Greaune Go at @ 
eliminating brucellosis and i risk 

or St me ee reducing the risk to an acceptable leve! both 


hte. /;ererw. nga. state. us 
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YELL-10,509 contd. 


Ms. Sarah Bransom 
Page 2 
October 12, 1998 


After careful review of this issue and the alternative proposed in the impact statement, | strongly 
urge you to not adopt the alternatives as written, but to adopt alternative six with the changes 
auggested by the United States Animal Health Association (USAHA) The USAHA is the most 
respected livestock animal health national organization in the United States. Several successful 
animal disease eradication programs, based on sound defendable science with practical 
implementation strategies, have been developed through the USAHA. 


I have enclosed a copy of USAHA's comments on the draft environmental impact statement for the 


interagency bison management plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park for 
your review. 


agi fae 


Division Director and State Veterinarian 
Animal Industry Division 


We 


D0¢ 


October 15, 1990 


Dear Ms Branson 


| am woiting thus letter in support of the United States Animal Health Association's (USAHA) 
posnion the Draft Environmental lmpect Stasemert (DEIS) for the Interagency Bison 
Management Plan for the State of Montane and Yellowsione National Park Specifically | reyeci 
the proposed alternatives cumtamed in the DEIS and recommend implementation of ahornatve sx 
with a number of specific asnendracnts recoramended by USAHA 


Minnesota has been free of brucellosis since 1964 aad the United States 1s nearing eradication of 
thes diaease from the nations cattle herd The eradication effort has spanned 60 years and cost 
over 3 billion dollars. Minnesota cattle producers sacrificed greatly to eradicate thes disease in an 
effon to protect the public health 


The Yellowstone arca represents the oaty uncontrofied Brucella ebortus infectson remamng in (he 
United States Experience in bath private and public bison herds hes shown that anpropriatc 
strategies can eliminate brucellosis. The concept of using Special Managemen Areas 10 solve the 
beson problem is nut an acceptable approach As | stated above the proposed aiternairven 
presemted in the DEIS are not adequate Alhernative sx with the raodifications recommended by 
USAIIA provides the bes: alternative and should be unplemersed. 


Thank you for renewing my comenents 
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wees The Nevada Division of Agriculture requests the adopted plan 
Lo engi ae adequately address this issue. Language must be in place 
py Sl delegating responsibility and authority to USDA-APHIS- 
om - Veterinary Services. This request is in no way meant to delay 
Fen (OR <tb-ces8 adoption or implementation of this PLAN: But to get mechanisms 


in place to allow brucellosis eradication from the Gzm. 


October 2, 1998 


ully s tted 
Bison Management Plan EIS Tean . 
National Park Service ‘ 
Sarah Bransom DSC-RP od 


PO Box 25287 David Thain, DVM, 
Denver, CO 80225-9901 Nevada State Veterinarian 


As the state agency responsible for livestock health and 
disease issues, the following are Nevada Division of 
Agriculture’s comments to the Deaft Movircumental Inspect 
Statement for the Interegency Bison Management Plan for the 
State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park (PLAN) 


Primary and foremost is the issue of brucellosis. Nevada has 
been classified brucellosis free since 1990. The time and 
expense by federal, state and private industry to attain this 
status has been extensive, and maintenance of that disease 
free status is paramount. 


As the PLAW so eloquently addresses, the Greater Yellowstone 
Boosystes (GYE) is an enormous area. This area encompasses 
state, private, and federal lands in Wyoming, Idaho, and 
Montana. Yet the PEAW fails to address and consider 
brucellosis eradication from the G¥™. None of the alternatives 
has any provision for incorporating an area wide eradication 
program into it. Without that provision, there can be no 
successful achievement of brucellosis eradication from the 
United States let alone the GEEZ. 


The Nevada Division of Agriculture feels that it is imperative 
to have brucellosis eradication language incorporated into 
whichever alternative is accepted. Furthermore, USDA-APHIS- 
Veterinary Services should be the agency that controls, 
coordinates, and monitors this eradication effort. This would 
be in conjunction with affected state, federal and industry 
groups. This federal agency has the expertise and has no 
direct interest other than disease eradication. Only in this 
way can a realistic program function. 


&> Nevada Department of Business & Industry : 
ie maa (Oa | eee NEVADA BOARD OF AGRICULTURE tO Cape: Vice Ost etme 
— > 


LOL 


and Consumer Serbices 
Beterinary Bivision 


October 14, 1998 


Ms. Sarah Branson 

Interagency Bison Management Plan, DC-R 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Branson: 


I am commenting on the draft environmental impact statement for 
the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the State of Montana 
and Yellowstone National Park. 


Brucellosis is a serious zoonotic disease that affects man, 
cattle, bison, elk and other animals. This nation has been 
embarked on a great effort to eradicate this disease from the 
cattle and swine herds in the United States. The goal of 
complete eradication in the nations’ cattle herds is soon to be 
achieved. Very soon the only location in the United States that 
will have Brucella abortus in an uncontrolled situation will be 
the Yellowstone area. 


I personally have more than 40 years working for the eradication 
of brucellosis. The appropriate procedures for eliminating the 
disease from both cattle and bison herds is well known. If the 
proper strategies are used, brucellosis can be eliminated from 
the Yellowstone area. With the years of effort, sacrifice and 
money expended to remove this zoonotic threat to humans and 
cattle, removal of the Yellowstone foci is the only acceptable 
alternative. 


I have carefully reviewed the comments by the United States 
Animal Health Association (USAHA) and believe their comments are 
correct. Alternative number 6 with the changes recommended by 
the USAHA is appropriate. Attached. 


Pon Office Boa 26626, Reteigh, North Casotina, 27611 - (919) 733- 1601 & 


An Equal Opportunity Affrrrativs Action Employer 


Ms. Suean Branson 
October 14, 1998 
Page Two 


I strongly recommend that alternative 6 with USAHA modifications 


be adopted and implemented. 
Si 4 . ] 


K. Atwell 
tate Veterinarian 
JKA/gp 
httachment 
Cc: Mr. &. B. Denny 
Mr. M. A. Mixson 


For attachment see: Organization Section, 
United States Animal Health Association, 
YELL -9364 
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PUREBRED BEEF CATTLE Page Two 
a” October 12, 1998 
Pevts Swenson Wats 
SHEEP 
Mather Bowie tenages: 
DAIRY CATTLE 
and availability of feed and statements made on page 4, #3 and page 22, #a. which refer to the 
- .—& wagon manana ene a, movement of bison out of the park due to population size. Population size is noted as being the 
overwhelmingly significant variable controlling movement of bison out of Yellowstone. | agree with 
YELL £4 the National Academy of Science report that says population size is the reason why bison move out 
October 12, 1998 of the Park. 


The North Dakota Board of Animal Health is watching the situation in Yellowstone very closely. 
Lf there is any indication that brucellosis is extending beyond the Park boundaries, | am sure that 
the North Dakota Board of Animal Heaith will take whatever action it deems necessary to protect 


the livestock population of this state. 
Sarah Branson Thank you for your consideration. 
Interagency Bison Management Plan 
DC-R Sincerely. 
Post Office Box 25287 
Denver, Colorado 80225-0287 4 y Lh. 
Dear Ms. Branson: 

Larry A. Schuler, DVM 
The North Dakota Board of Animal Health has been watching the actions of the Greater Yellowstone State Veterinarian 
Interagency Brucellosis Committee (GYIBC) closely. Because we share a border with Montana 
there is a large movement of cattle back and forth between the two states. We are concerned about LAS:tle 
the possibility of importing brucellosis-infected cattle as a result of spread out of the Yellowstone 
area Enclosure: USAHA Comments 
The United States is nearing the end of its eradication effort. We are scheduled to be declared ; 
brucellosis free by the end of this year. That will leave the Greater Yellowstone Area as the only ee) senate oy meng 
nidus of brucellosis infection remaining in the United States. The eradication program has been a YELL-9364 


long and costly program. It would indeed be a shame to not finish the program. It is not only a 
program designed for the livestock industry. It was initially instituted because brucellosis is a 
zoonotic disease. In man Brucella sp. produces the disease known as undulant fever. The acute 
disease produces periodic temperature spikes to 105° F. In a chronic case it produces a severe and 
Jebilitatine arthriti : 


T urge you to take aggressive action to control and eradicate brucellosis from the Yellowstone bison 
and elk herds. To that end I support the USAHA comments on the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Interagency Bison Management Pian for the State of Montana and Yellowstone 
National Park with one change. There appears to be some contradiction between statements made 
on Page 9, #18 referring to the movement of bison out of Yellowstone as a result of population size 
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herds for this approach and it is proven workable. And again, to stumble from one 
non-solution to the next and proiong the conclusion of the situation for years and years 
to come is counterproductive in all respects. 


effective approach. ft would also be far and away the most efficient in terms of stress to 
the animais, time, energy, and cost. Precedents have been set in both cattle and bison 


program of test, slaughter, and vaccination would be the quickest, surest, and most 
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Pt SD ANIMAL INDUSTRY BOARD 


: 411 South Fort Sweet 
Pierre, South Dakota 57501-4503 
Phone: (605) 773-3321 
Gace sce. Fax: (605) 773-5459 
October 13, 1998 
To: Sarah Branson 
ae 
P O Box 25287 


From: 


Denver, CO 80225-0287 
Sam Holland, DVM 


(OW 8D State Veterinarian 


Comments on Draft E/S for the interagency Bison management 
plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone Park. 


A. | have reviewed USAHA comments and am in basic agreement with those 


comments supporting an amended form of alternative number six. 


. | have had personal experience with Brucellosis in a number of infected bison 


herds and have observed such herds both privately owned and in State and 
National Parks undergo very effective and practical cleanup methods. This 
experience has always led me back to the basic in dealing with a bacterial 
infection of animais that is transmittable to other animals and men. Keeping 
basic science principles in the forefront is vital to eliminating the agent from 
the hast. Using basic science and sound judgment applies equally well to 
bison as it does to cattle. Using these principles has allowed numerous bison 
herds to be ridded of this disease while not decimating the herd or gene pool. 


_ Having personally experienced the dreadly disease undulant fever which | 


contracted from livestock, it seems unfortunately negligent to take an 
unresponsible approach towards protecting the health of people exposed to 
this infected herd at ali levels. 


. itis obvious that the parties charged with resolving Yellowstone's Brucelicsis 


problem has grown over the years to the point where actions have become to 
burdensome to be effective or timely. It seems that appointing a “Czar-ike” 
leader for this project with broad knowledge of Brucellosis is imperative to 
making progress. 


YELL-9317 


TEXAS ANIMAL HEALTH COMMISSION 


“SERVING TEXAS SINCE 1699" 
Han, Lng 
in tow 
reouyrnare 
Toad Does V 
October 13, 1998 
Ms. Sarah Branson 
1 ed Bison Management Plan 
P.O. Box 25287 


Denver, Co 80225-0287 


RE: COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
STATEMENT(DEIS) FOR THE INTERAGENCY BISON MGMT. PLAN 
FOR THE STATE OF MONTANA AND YELLOWSTONE NAT'L PARK..... 


Dear Ms. Branson: 


The Texas Animal Health Commission is the agency responsible for animal health 
in the state with the largest cattle population in the country. Also, we will almost 
certainly be the last state in the U.S. to finish eradication of B, abortus, excepting 
the languishing situation in the bison of Yellowstone National Park. 

careers in regulatory veterinary medicine have been started and finished working 
on the control and eradication of this serious zoonotic disease that also caused 
great production losses in both beef and dairy until the latter part of this 
century. 


With the known infected herds now numbering only in single digits, success is in 
sight for Texas. When we have successfully identified and eliminated the last 
cases of B. abortus there will be a strong commitment to protect this hard won 
achievement. Trade with states that are at continual risk of transmission from 
infected bison to cattle that could then move in trade channels and into Texas can 


be expected to be carried on with significant mitigating restrictions. 


The brucellosis eradication program can best be described as having been a “small 
war" in our state. Under threat of a federal embargo in the late 1970's, the 
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Governor had to call a special session of the Texas legislature to bring the State 
into line statutorily with the national Uniform Methods & Rules. 
, 60 years and three billion state and federal tax dollars have been 
required to reach this point-so near to final and eradication. This figure 
in no way includes the cost incurred by the producers nor the losses suffered. 


I do not want to seem presumptuous, but from my naive perspective it raises a 
question in my mind as to why the "National Park Service” continues to allow the 
of bison to exceed the known required levels of forage available within 
the park. It seems to follow that overconcentration and lack of any pop” ' ‘tion 
would predispose the bison to transmission and clinical ¢)s.se-only 
one of which would be brucellosis. 


This agency endorses Alternative six of the DEIS with the modifications 


to Altemative 6 of the DEIS as a course of 
action that can be successful and at the same time acceptable to all affected entities. 


bn, Bel 


Terry Beals, DVM-MPVM 
State Veterinarian 
cc: TAHC Commissioners 


For attachment see: Section, 
United States Ammaa) Association, 
YELL -9364 


Oral testimony provided at the Syndham Hotel, 215 Wesi South Temple, Sali Lake City, UT on 
September 5, 1998 


Comment No. 14887 
Dr. Michael R. Marshall, State Veterinarian 
State of Utah 


My name is Michael R. Marshall. | am the State Veternnanan for Utah and also the Director of 
the Division of Animal Industry withun the Utah Departinent of Agnculture and Food | am a 
past president of the United States Anmal Health Associaton, a pasi president of the Navona! 
Assembly of Chuef Livestock Health Officials wn the United States, a past president of the 
Western States Livestock Health Association. 


| would like to emphasize the umportance of the United Staies being an active partner in the 
worldwide animal health system. The United States is currently invoived heavily with the Office 
of international Epizootics or OFE in Pans, France. Thus organization sets woridwide movement 
standards and proper testing methods that conform to each individual disease in the world. 


The United States is almost brucellosis free in hvesiock populations. There only remain four 
states on the countdown hst, which will be free in less than one year, and one additional state, 
which only has 8 infected cattle herds. United States livestock owners and government agencies 

have worked diligently for 70 years to eradicate brucellosis from the United States. We would 
fully expect that the U.S. Department of the Interior, likewise, would work vigorously to 
eradicate this disease from Y eilowstone Park. 


On behalf the state veterinaman State of Utah, we heartily endorse Alternative number 5 on the 
action plan. However, we also recognize many other issucs concerning the total coosysiem must 
be evaluated. Because of this, we also would endorse Alternative number 6 with somc 
modifications. We will be listing those total modifications in written form through the United 
States Animal Heaith Association before the October | 6th deadline. 


Some people espouse the concept of “tet nature do its own thing.” In the name of anumal health 
and well being, we should never allow bison or cattle to live with constant infections of metritis, 
abortions, vaginal infections, weighi loss and general feeling of inappetance. Calves which are 
born alive from these mothers usually have decreased birth weights, greater susceptibility to 
nda oe Gen, atten teonnlld denmet>tieenaetbeu 
the heifer syndrome. 


| have heard some say there is no proof that brucellosis in bison can be transmitted to cattle. On 
the contrary, several research projects around the country have shown this to occur. The burceila 
abortus field strain bacteria is identical in both species, and with proper avenues of infections the 
disease is transmissible. This concept of non-transmission between species is akin to saying, “I 

can smell a skunk in the back yard, but since | can't see him, he must not exist.” We know that 

brucellosis is transmissible to humans, too. 
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Utah owns a state park with 700 bison on Amslope island im the Great Salt Lake. The herd is 
energetically managed with Utah Parks and Recreation, natural resources, the slate voverinanan's 
office, as well as many other cooperating agencies and private groups. The herd is vaccinated 
for bruceibosis, as well as many other manageable diseases. Utah takes great pride in the health 
and well being of these animals, which we feel have proper nutrition, proper animal husbsndry 
and picasant enviromnent in which to live. 


It is deplorable to me to think that anyone would allow disease to run rampant in a herd of 
animals im this day und age. We do not live 200 years ago, and we must be part of the overall 
system in today’s world. We encourage the Department of the Interior to use vieble ways of 
coatrolling disease in our animals, whether they are privately owned or government owned 
anumals. 


In summary, we support the following objectives: One, clean up brucellosis in bison in 
Yellowstone Park. Two, accomplish this within the current boundaries of the park. Three, 

objectives should be achieved that are not arbitrary and capricious. Four, do not take 
current public grazing to form special management areas. Work in conjunction with other 
interested groups to protect the total ecosystem of the park, including other wildlife, fish and 
avian species and of course, plant and other biological systems. Thank you for the opportunity to 
address the group. 
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Bison Management Plan EIS Team 


National Park Service 
PO Box 25287 
Deaver, CO 80225-0287 


Ladies & Geatlemen: 


State of Utah 


September 3, 1998 


Yeu - 15 781 


My name ts Michael R. Marshali | am the state Veterinarian Sor Utah and also the Director of the Division of 
Anima! Industry wahin the Utna Department of Agricaiture und Food | am a past president of the United Stases 
Anuma! Health Association, « past president of the Natona! Assouibly of Chief Livestock Health Officials im the 


United States, a past president of Western States Livestock Health Associetion 


| would like to emphasize the importance of the United States beug en active partner im the world wide animal 
health system. The US is curvemtly involved heavily with the Office of incernational Epuzeotics (OLE) Paris, Prance. 
‘This organization sets world wide movemem standards, and pruper testing methods which conform to cach 
individual disease im the world. The United States is almost brucellosis free in livestock populations There only 
remain four states on the count down list which will be free in less than ome year, and one additional state which 


only has eaght infected cattle herds. US livestock owners and go 


ies have worked diligentty for 70 


years tw oradicate brucellosis from the United Stases. We would fully expect thet the US Department of the interior 


likewise step wp to the plate and work vigorousty to eradicate this disease from Yeliowstone Park. 


On behalf the state of Utah, we hearedly ondorse ‘alkernative number five’ on the action plan. However, we also 
recognize many other issues concerning the total ecosystern must be evaluated. Beceune of this, we also would 


endorse alternative auneber six with some modifications We will be listing those total modifications in wraten 


| wouid like to address the issue of special management areas. Utah is opposed to expanding Yellowstone Part. 
imanagement areas for the buffalo This would allow a greeter potential reservou of mfection We 


form through the United States Anima! Health Association before the October 16° deadline. 


through special 

belreve the bison should be contamed within the ousting park boundaries and cooperatively wort through amy 
effective eradication program Population objectives should be agreeu wpon by ali imvolved parties. These 
objectives should not be arbitrary and decided only by park managemem. The special management areas would 
probably require a decrease in public grazing allounents in certain arces. Utah betieves this is wrong Ow 
forefathers who settled the West, negotiated with the federal government for the permits on those allotments 
Proper grazing and range management is essential for the overall well being of the ecosystem. Our families have 
traded water, land aad other grazing rights to establish these grazing allcaments. We do not believe that the federal 


government should retract promises of the pest wn order to expand boundaries of Y ellowstoue Park through SMA's. 
Some people espouse the coacept of let nature do its own thing In the name of animal health and well being, we 


should never allow bison or cattle to live with constant infections of metritis. abortions, vaginal infections, weight 
loss, and a general feeling of inappetance. Calves which are born alive from these mothers, usually have decrease! 
birth weights, greater susceptibility to other diseases, poor doers, and have the potential of spreading the disease 


later on in life through the ‘heifer syndrome.’ 
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I heve heard some say there is no proof that brucellosis im bison can b« (ransmuied to cattle Oe the comtrary, 
several research projects around the Country bave shows this 1 von be Burcelia abortus field stran bectera 1s 
idenucal im both species and with proper avenues of infections the disease 1s transmissible. This concept of non- 
transmission between species is akin to saying ‘! can sme) a skunk in the beck yard, but since | can’t see hin he 
musi not exist. We know that brucettoss is ransmussible to humans too! 


Utah owns a Stase Park with 700 bison on Antetope isiuad wm the Great Sat Lake. The nerd is energeucally 
managed through Utah Parks and Recrestion, Net al Resources, the State Veterinarians office, as weil as many 
other cooperating agencies and private groups The herd is veccmated for bruceliosis as weil as raany other 
manageable discases. Utah takes great pride m the health and weil being of these animals which we feel have 
proper owtrvion, proper aaunai husbandry, and pleasam cavirunment in which to [vo It 6 deplorable to me to thunk 
that anyone would allow disease to rum ramped in herd of animals in this day and age We do not hive 200 years 
ago, and we must be part of the overall system in today's world We encourage the Department of the imecrior to 
ese viable ways of controlting disease (n our amunals, whether they be privaisty owned or goverpment owned 


2. Accomplish this within the currest boundaries of the park. 

3. Population objectives should be achieved that are not arbitrary aad capricious. 

4. Do not take current public grazing to form special management areas. Work in conjunction with 
odver inserest groups tw protect the total ecosystem of the park including other wiidlife. fish and 
avian species and of course plant and other biological systems. 


Thank. you for the opportunity to address the group. 
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October 13, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

12795 W Alameda Parkway 

PO Box 252867 

Denver CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


I have reviewed the executive summary for the Draft 
Environmental I Statement (DEIS) for the Interagency Bison 
Management Plan for the state of Montana and Yellowstone National 
Park and submit the following ccaments. 


e The DBIS only recognizes the health risk to individuals 
involved in the bison management plan. The DEIS does not 
evaluate the direct risks from contact with aborted 
fetuses, infected placenta and contaminated ground or 
water for anyone who travels through the bisons range. 
Nor has the DBIS evaluated the indirect risk of exposure 
to brucellosis from scavengers such ae coyotes and bears 
that feed on infected fetuses or placentas or from 
exposure to cattle, bison or elk should brucellosis 
spread from the containment area. 


e The DEIS does not evaluate the impact of the elk infected 
with brucellosis that share the same range as the bison. 
The DBIS does not discuss the need to address brucellosis 
in elk if eradication of brucellosis in bison is a goal. 


* The DEBIS does not access the impact of brucellosis 
infection on the gene pool of the national bison herd. 
The DEIS assesses the number of bison for each 
alternative but does not discuss the quality of that herd 
including the effect of abortions or infertility in bulls 
due to brucellosis. Surplus bison in Yellowstone 
National Park could become seed stock for herds across 
the US if brucellosis was eliminated from the park. 
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e The DBIS does not acknowl the risk of spread of 
brucellosis into cattle outside the state of Montana. 
The riek is minimal with current awareness of the 
brucellosis eradication program in cattle. As 
brucellosis eradication in cattle is accomplished 
surveillance systems will tend to become complacent and 
the risk for spread of brucellosis from the hison in 
Yellowstone Wational Park to cattle in Montana and 
outside Montana will increase unless brucellosis is also 
eradicated within the park. Free movement of cattle 
between states and internationally would be affected if 
brucellosis spreads to cattle ° 


I have reviewed the United States Animal Health Association, 
(USAHA) comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Interegency Bison Management Plan for the state of 
Montana and Yellowstone Mational Park. I 

comments including the statement that none 

alternatives are acceptable as written. 

alternative 6 with alterations as 

ppeceeess alternative of the seven alternatives included in 
t DsIs. 


Sincerely, 


Samel Hutchins 3rd 
State Veterinarian 


Senator Patrick Leahy 
Senator James Jeffords 
Congressman Bernard Sanders 


enclosure: United States Animal Health Association comments on 
Draft Environmental Impect Statement for the 
Interagency Bison Management Plan for the state of 
Montana and Yellowstone National Park 


For attachment see: Orgaaization Sechon, 
YELL-9364 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
P.O. Ben 42560 + Olympia, Washington 98586-2960 + (360) 982-1000 


October 12, 1998 


Serah Bransor. 
. . Brun Maney ment Pian 


P.O. Box 25287 
Deaver, CO 80225-0287 


Subject. Comments on Draft Enveonmenta) Stasement for the Bison 
Management ‘an fcr the ae ee = ag 


Dear Ms. Branson: 


lt ts obviows thut the Draft Environmental impact Statement (DEIS) has been written with an 
agenda in mind to ox address the seriousness of the fact that the Yellowstone bas. . are infected 
with the disease Brucetiosis. ‘The Department of interior’: request to the National Academy of 
Science for a scientific report on Brucellosis has bean virtualty ignored in the formulation of the 
seven alternatives. None of the ahernatives will eradicate Bruceflosis from the Yellowstone herd 
Or be acceptable to the public. | believe that this is catculased by the writers of the DEIS so that 
See hn ee pain wh eter tng Gen en oe ete 


If any akernatives other than alternatives 5 or 6 (modified) are implemented it will be obvious 
the: the Department of Interior is not going to seriously address the Brucellosis problems in the 
Yellowstone bison and will continue to put surrounding states ai risk. With some alternatives 
there is even an increased risk. Hf that ts the case, Weshmgion state's anima! health program will 
have no ophon but to restric: the movement of Montane catthe into our strte. The Stase 
Vetennerian has that authority in rule to reyuire Brucellosis * sting from any Brucetlosis free 
state if there is a risk of Bruceilosie to the caz!: puyusesons of Washington State. 
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October 12, 1906 


Bison Management Pian EIS Team 
P.O. Box 26287 
Denver, CO 80226-0287 


The management of bison in the Montana/Y ellowstone area of the Greater 
Yellowstone Area as proposed in the preferred altemative represents a solution 
that will continue to generate controversy and perpetuate the associated 
problems for many years to come. Rather than perpetuating divisive 
philosophies, a solution must be found that integrates rather than polarizes. 
Altemative seven segregates preservationists inside the perk and utilitarians 
outside the perk. Both factions need to find middie ground and # proposed 
solution that uses primarily six with modifications does approach a more 
moderate solution. This long term solution provides reduced risk of brucellosis to 
cattle, maintains adequate numbers of bison and ek within the GYA, will 
eliminate brucellosis from wildilfe and will allow for free movement of non- 
infected wildilfe and livestock. Best of ail, this solution ends after a period of time 
because it's intent is to solve the problem and not perpetuate t. Alternative 
six with the modifications as described In the USAHA recommended 
alternative as described in the USAHA comments should be pursued. 


With the United States nearing eradication of brucetiosis in livestock, increased 
pressure will be applied by animal health authorities and the livestock industry to 
eliminate any reservoir of the disease in the United States. There will be a 
decreasing tolerance of risk associated with brucellosis and a demand that the 
federal agencies live by the same standards imposed upon the private sector for 
disease eradication Special management areas and redefining low risk 
bison will increase risk and will not be acceptable by state animal health 
authorities. 


The ES minimizes the zoonotic pctential of brucellosis when the disease 


was siiminated for precisely that reason. Veterinarians, livestock producers, 
and slaughter personne!, will continue to be exposed to brucellosis as long as it 


2811 Agriculture Drive, Madison, WI 53718-6777 » PO Box 8911, Madison, WI 53708-8911 + 608-224-5012 + Pux: 608-224-5045 


717 


remains endemic in the United States. Medical doctors many times fail to 
recognize brucellosis because of untamiiarity with the disease and it allowed to 
become chronic before diagnosis is made. When chronic, antibiotics are not as 
effective and patients su uggie for many yeers with the disease. 


it te difficult to understand the reluctance to eliminate brucellosis from YNP 
when the disease hes been eliminated from other sate and federal parts 
using vaccination, testing and habitet management Experience and 
research has shown that this disease remarkable similar in bison and elk and 
cattle. There are currently known strategies thet wil eliminate the diseese from 
this ecosystem without killing large numbers of animals. The vaccine hes been 
proven to be safe, does not shed, is not detrimental to non-target species. 
Efficacy of vaccines could remain as a question as long as it Is not used but as in 
human use, efficacy can be proven with use. There is no reason thet RBS1 
cannot be used immediately on bieon calves and very soon on adults. 


The Wieconsin Department of Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection, 
Animai Health Division fully endorees the United States Animal Health 
Association's comments on the 71S dated October 6, 1908. A copy is 
enciosed for your review. 


Thank you for being able to participate. 


Saiquasy Ingndg 


DIVISION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES 


September 30, 1996 


RE Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison Managemen Plan for 
the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park, SHPO #0998KLK076 


Dear Ms Bransom 


Staff of the Wyoming State Historic Preservation Office have reviewed the above referenced 
document as it pertains to cultural resources and historic preservation compliance issues in 
Yellowstone National Park. Thank you for allowing us the opportunity to comment. 


The Management Pian appears to adequately consider cultural resources and the potential effects 
to historic properties from the various alternatives. The historical background discussions are 
particularly informative, and well-writien. We look forward to reviewing the 


comprehensive, 
comments of Native American tribes which will be incorporated into the final document Further 
comments on specific project's effects on cultural resource sites within the state of Wyoming will 
be provided to Yellowstone National Park when we receive cultural resource documentation 
called for in 36 CFR Pari 800. 
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National Park Service 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Interagency Bison Management Plan for the 
State of Montana and Yellowstone National 
Park 


Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


The staff of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has reviewed the Draft 
Environmental lmpact Statement for the interagency Bison Management Plan for the 
State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park. We offer the following comments for 
your consideration. 


The Deparument supports the preferred alternative (number seven) because it comes 
closest to allowing the a movements of bison and their use of public lands outside 
of Yellowstone. This alteruative controls contact between cattle and bison (temporally 
and spatially), and, very importantly, identifies a population range as a management goal. 
By managing the Yellowstone bison herd for a specific population size, future 
movements and number of bison moving outside the Park will be more predictable and 
manageabdic. 


Opponents (The Citizen's Plan) feel the preferred alternative is not doing enough 
to maintain a wild, free roaming herd, and places too much emphasis on removal of bison 
to maintain a population target. The Department feels that, of the alternatives presented, 
the preferred alternative allows free roaming opportunity until the brucellosis issue is 
resolved, other public lands can be used for habitat, or large areas of privately owned 
winter range can be purchased. 


A suggestion for further consideration in this plan would be working toward 
expanding the area over which bison are allowed to roam on public and private lands 
outside Yellowstone National Park during the winter. The extent that bison are allowed 
to use public land or private land designated as wildlife habitat and the time these animals 
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are allowed to exist on these lands is currently tied to « risk management plan that is very 
conservative. As with the Northern Yellowstone elk herd, much of the historic crucial 
winter range for bison lies outside the Park. The plan could better recognize and 
accommodate this natural movement paticrn by possibly creating a special management 
asea outside the Park where bison could use public land to survive in winter. Bison use 
of winter and transition range on public laads is not « thread to cattle which may use the 
grazing allounent: 1s long as the bison leave before the cows are turned onto the 
allouneats. Then » a theoretical chance a cow could contract brucellosis from contact 
with fetal fluids in the soil weeks after a bison has given birth, but this is highly ualikely. 
The management action required should be proportional to the real risk involved. There 
is also a very real aced to protect, conserve, or acquire key parcels of private land to 
enhaace big game winter range in the ares north of Gardiner and it would be approprisic 
to include bison on some of this land. 


One weakness of the Draft Environmental impact Sustement is there is no analysis 
of winter range carrying capacity for ali the large ungulates using the affected winter 
ranges. Without this information, it is difficult to determine what the population 
objective should be. There is mention in the document that carrying capacity data are 
being compiled. The Department recommends the final plan specify a population range 
t© prevent over-use of winter ranges and to reduce the magnitude of the winter exodus 
that occurs when the population is over 3,000 animals and winter conditions are severe. 
Including a carrying capacity analysis in the final Enviroamental impact Statement would 
make the population objective more defensible. As opportunities for purchasing privately 
owned grazing rights or winter range become svailabic in the future, carrying capacity 
estimates and population objectives can be revised. 


Managing for a population objective requires the means to remove bison when 
aumbers exceed objectives. The preferred alternative includes several options that could 
be used to contro! numbers. including slaughter, quarantine/shipping to reservations or 
other public land, agency take, and hunting. An emphasis on the use of hunters and 
quarantine/shipping to remove surplus bison would be more acceptable to some publics. 
There should be more emphasis on hunting, especially in the West Yellowstone Area, and 
certainly in the Reese Creek Special Management Area if established through the land 
purchases proposed. One possibility for eamphasizing hunting would be to have the 
Department of Interior consider allowing Native American harvest of bison in 
Yellowstone Park, as this is legally possible and has been noted as a possibility by the 
Park in the past. 


The discussion of Wyoming's public bison hunt on page 155 mentions hunting 
the “Absaroka herd” in several places. The Department has not designated the 
Yellowstone Park bison that use the Absaroka management area as the Absaroka herd, 
since this implies a different herd of bison separate from the Yellowstone herd. The 
discussion should state a bison reduction season is held on Yellowstone Park bison using 
the Absaroka management area cast of the Park. 


1/9 


Ms. Sarah Bransom 
October 2, 1998 
Page 3 - WER 6194.01 


The discussion of the actual bison reduction season process on page | 56 is not 
quite accurate. Applicants selected to hunt are not required to pass an interview. Each 
participant chosen to hunt is required to participate in a two hour hunter orientation 
program to cover issues involved with bison hunting and to demoastrate shooting 
proficiency. Afier completing the orientation and shooting, they are allowed to hunt on 
their own. Also, the document on page | 56 lists the Jackson Bison Herd bunt as 
discontinued. It is not. in the 1998 biological year, we are proposing to harvest 15 buils 
and 20 cows and calves to maintain the heru at about 400 bison. Agency culling may be 


used in a few instances related to damage problems on private land, safety issues, or to 
remove a bison in contact with cattle on private land. 


Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
SF:TC:as 
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Julie Hamilton-State Clearinghouse 
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Oral testimony provided ai the Holiday Inn, 1701 Sheridan Avenue, Cody, WY, August 27, 1998 


Comment No. | 4820 
Jim Logan 
Wyoming Livest»ck Board 


Good afternoon. I'm Jim Logan. My affiliation is with the Wyoming Livestock Board. | want it 
to be known that the Wyoming Livestock Board will submit some wnitten comments at a later 
date. 


We feel, through the Livestock Board, the bison and wildlife are not the problem. And that's 
already been addressed, | guess, on the tape. The disease brucellosis is the problem. And the 
bison, as weil as the livestock producers in the greater Yellowstone area, are victims of 
circumstance and inaction. Let's not aliow this issue to tum into another Vietnam War scenario, 
even though some of our issues that we're dealing with here are just as ill-defined. The longer we 
prolong the issues by arguing the points of contention, the more divided the affected parties 
become. We need to pull together toward the common goals of disease eradication and free- 
roaming wildlife. | don't think anyone can deay that they enjoy seeing the buffalo and the elk 
and wildlife, and certainly nobody wants to do harm to them. But by the same token, we don't 
want to see disruption of livelihoods and ways of life, not onty of the ranchers, but of all of the 
people in the greater Yellowstone area. Now, the uniy way to effectively deal with this disease 
issue is to use established scientific and ical methods to eradicate brucellosis. The 
only way we can ever have free-roaming bison in the greater Yellowstone ecosystem and remain 
consistent with the goals of this group that's trying to do this economic impact statement — the 
GYIBC, USDA APHIS, the livestock industry, and environmental protection -- is to eliminate 
brucellosis from the wildlife in and around Yellowstone National Park. 


As | mentioned, we don't want to see the destruction of wildlife; but by the same token, we don't 
want to see the loss of livelihood or a way of life in our people in this area. 


The only alternative that adequately and timely addresses disease contro! and eradication is 
alternative number 5. And I'll grant that | don't think that is perfect, but | do believe that it is the 
only one that, in a timely, relatively inexpensive, and accurate and adequate way will address the 
disease problem is alternative 5. Yes, it would require the loss of some bison, but it would be the 
least expensive, the least time-consuming, and the most effective method to reach the goa) of 
brucellosis- free bison in the arca. 


There should be immediate implementation of a vaccination program in the bison. And | quote 
here from the National Academy of Sciences report. Brucellosis has been eliminated from many 
managed herds using the same protocol as are applied to cattle. 


| think its high time that we admit that the fact is there is already available tested proven vaccines 
that are safe and effective. Now, if we wait until there's a vaccine that is 100 percent efficacious 
in controlling both abortion and infection from Srucellosis, | think we could all safely say that 
we'll never vaccinate. But it has been proven in many privately managed herds that this can be 
effective. 


720 


Alternatives other than alternative 5 utilize SMA‘s, which, in my opinioa, are simply subtle ways 
of expanding the park boundaries, squeezing the ranchers off of the areas surrounding the park, 
and basically only prolonging this controversy. The Environmental impact Statement does not 
adequately address the problems of overpopulation, inadequate range managernent, and damage 
to riparian areas, to name only a few. The proposed definition of low-risk bison is not good. 
The only way any bison can be determined as low risk is by testing, and this you cannot do by a 
visual examination. This issue has been misconstrued to be a wildlife versus wildlife issue when, 
in fact, it first was a public health issue, now is a wildlife to wildlife issue, aud we should be 
looking at it from this perspective. 


Okay. It's stated in the draft that alternative 7 is the Agency's preferred alternative. And from 
the people I've spoken with in Montana, at least in the livestock industry, | strongly doubt that 
this is their preferred alternstive. Thank you. 
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STATE OF IDAHO 


We have reviewed the May 1996 Draft Exvirenmental Iepect Statement for the 
Inserageny Rison Plan for the Stan: of Montana and Yellowstone 
Nenenni Park, ax the following comments on behalf of the Stass of Idaho. 


Yellowstone National Park (YNP) is the premier national perk in the United Staves and 
perhaps w the world Eliminstiou of brucellosis (Brucella abortus) from bisoe and elk in 
the park and management of the snimal populations aad ecological habitet of the perk in 
such & comnper as to sustain the animels and their hebitai for future goncrances of 
Asericans must be the foundation of any management srutegy appliec w YNP. 


We are convinced that the management suetegy, natural regulation, currently 
employed by the National Park Service (NPS) in YNP is and will ultimastcly result 
im destruction of our premier national park, rather than sustaining it in perpetuity. 
Furthermore, many of the visitors w the park are naive about the characteristics of a 
property ecosystem. YNP must be easily recognized as an example of 
resource , NOt as an example of another case of failed federal managemeut. 


We believe the DEIS is insufficient. A mumber of the alvernatives are based upon 
imaccurue assumptions. The DEJS contains « sumber of deficiencics. ft fails to 
adequately address brucellosis in bison (except for shernatives 5 and 6) and the powntial 
for creasmission to livestock in each of the shernatives, it fails to address brucellosis in 
fk, and it fails to address ¢ number of other unportant issues. 


Additionally, we contend thet the DEIS is insufficient because it does not contain an 
alternative-by-alternative analysis of the impects of the various bison populstion 
objectives on significant elerrenss of the affected coviroament. [t does not address the 
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While we support the attempt to implemect an offecuve plan for the management of the 
pa ep ye erp ae ym pte = 


fulfill the purposs and objectives of the DEIS. 
Detieivectes, Ipaccure igs apd Aswer ptvons 


© The DEIS states thet ail the ahamenives (DEI, 
p4). We believe Pope armament Bey by eyed 
implemersable is alternative 5. This is the only alternative thet does aot require 
Speech Ce a 


Management 

infected end exposed bison would be allowed free access to the lands of the SMA 
Over 20 miles of the southern boundary of this SMA is identified as the 
Idaho/Montans border. The DEIS is deficsent in this boundary for the 
SMA in that the alternative directly the state of ancl the idaho ease 


of Idaho and we contend it could pot be lagally implemented. 
© Prior to the advent of European man, natural reguietion within the area now 
bette clam bolamnbtean 
Americans. If regulation by natural processes is to bs continued management 
of YNP it must inchade horvest of animals within the park boundaries by Native 
Americans. Such 2 scenario is neither analyzed in the DEIS. nor included in any of 
the alternenives. 
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@ esl pale ns 
coreapond with curren: laws and reguistions. in the DEJS. a sember of the 
eltrrastives mandate changes in other agencies legal eutborkies. 

@ The OBIS discounts te zvoucnhc (transmmesibie from enimals w men) nature of 
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© The DETS fails to mots that seme of the ShdAs will incresse the risk of brucelings 
(Wangeeemon vo watts by manbers of cats sed many edditicnel comic 
herds at risk by a de facto expansion of YNP. Such ection effectively moves the 
border of the pert clover to large populations of cattle in both Moaunna and idaho. 
©@ Ths DEIS does ax provide a scientific anatysis of the bison capacity of the 
ape ep ae me et eae 
@ Bison population estimates aud projeccans are not based poe scanct or carrying 
bo gies 
pach and wineerkil) ~ichan ths park. 
@ The DEIS does aot address the impact of the tamamiseion of brucellons to cattle on 
the state of Mogtana, the regon. or the eutire country. 
© The D6IS does nut anciyze the of tas alternatives on the ecology of YNP or 
the ecology of the proposed 
DEIS aseumes that the mate of héontens can end will willingly accept the fiscal, 


tammbers of brucellosis o+ infected bison in ayended SMAs where the 
poreatial contact with would be increseed any. the povntial for ramsmission to 
cathe would be increased. The DETS imeccurat>’, assumes that othe, state eninel 
health officials will accep: Montene cattle if Un» defininen is imposed on Montana. 

© Al of the ehernstives contained in the DETS, vacept aleeruntive 5 and phase 2 of 
ahernative 6 defer discese management and bison populstion coutrel # the state of 
Mantena Thas represents an unecceptabie unfunded federal mandrix on the state of 
Montana. Additionally. alternative 2 represeats an wnecceptable wathoded federal 
mandate on the state of Idaho. 

© Ths DEIS fails to address selmousd species thet are currentty being considered for 
hstiag under the ESA. Thess species currently inhabit streams whose headwarers are 
within YNP. The impact these species could have serious implications t© 
management strategies contained in a suber of the altemauves. 


elimination of brucellosis from 
bison and other wildlife” end tw “protect livestock from the risk of brucellosis” (p. 29, 
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DEIS), however uniy two of the seven aitemnatives (S aod €) cfiectively fulfil) thass 
objecuves. oe pe ny ta ma = pr tg ene ane 
he 

Stites tem pesto ns tra coma 
churing the life of the managemeu plea. 


Alternatives 5 and 6 are the only alternatives that would effecuvely reduce the risk of 
transmission to domestic livestock. Of these two, shernative 6 would increase the riak of 
wensuiseion pease one of the alternative. Most of the other alternatives would 
increase the risk of wammmission by allowing lacyc oumpders of bison ounsids the perk in 
larger SMAs. In some of the alternatives the dassans status of the animais allowed 
outade the park would act even be devenmined. 


Nome of the alternatives address brucelions in elk or other wildlife species. 
The management that is witimetely implemented must clearly reduce the risk of 


tramsapiasion to lead t0 dieeination of broceilosis fross bison, and! 
climinste bracellosis from other species. 
Range condpben Hephth) 


Ou page vii. of the Summary, neither rangeland condition (rangelaad health) sor the 
concept and current prestice in YNP of “saturel regulation” was identified ao issuss. 
This is preposterous, considering the greet emoust of controversy suTounding both 
issues. The lack of reality and understanding of the saportance of both is inherent im the 
satemeni OB page Vili, that “Every alternative envisions thet the bisca population would 
be managed primarily through natural processes inside Yellowstove Nations! Perk.” 


A careful review end consideration of the discussicn, thet is presented in the National 
Academy of Science Report, on netural reguintion and the modeling of bison population 
mamnbdess reveals thet the National Academy of Scicnce (NAS) Report conflicts with the 
DBIS on these issues We agree with the NAS The DETS must be broughn into 
conformity with the science based conchusions of the NAS Report. 


A basic principic of rangeland managemcr! 1s thet the health and productivity of the land 
is esseatial to the success of any related resource use. Health is defined as 
“the degree to which the integrity of the soil and ecological processes of rangeland 
ecosystems ere maistzined” (Rangeland Health - New Methods to Classify, Inventory, 
and Monitor Rangeiznds. Nanoeal Research Council, 1994). 


The concept of natural reguistion as applied by the NPS in YNP is flawed. There is very 
tittle that is merural about the system there. Park rangelands reportedly were already in 
poor condition at the turn of the century, dus to overgrazing by excess namabers of elk 
and other animals (Rose, 1998, personal communication). Chadds and Kay (1991) 
Present « compelling argument that the tai) willow and aspen comeunrnes in the northern 
range have significantly dectined since the park's formation. There is ao assurance thet 
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the present vegetation complex is “natural”, nor is there anything natural about the 
resunchons of perk boundanes, the very high ungulate populations, the aumerous 
permanent structures and roads within the park, the extraordinanty high oumbers of 
humans in and around the park, and. private fences outside of the park which interrupt 
natural nomadic and migratory patterns The invasion of exotic weeds into disturbed 
areas was noi present before the Furypean settlement Even the anumais in the park 
(bson, elk, bears) are the product of long human manipulation as well (Pritchard, | 996) 


The rangeland ecosystem wil) coatinue ‘o be degraded with either the current bison 
populaven level or any of the long-term population objectives proposed io the 
alternatives. “All species of life, plant or «mal, have at least some effect on their 
environment as « consequence of life processes Species that become too disruptive may 
destroy the Very ecosystems upon which they depend” (Despain, 1990) This statement is 
well supported by the experience early in this century on northern Arizona's Kaibab 
plateau. The creation of a game preserve and the protection of the deer herds resulted in 
mass starvation and severe deplevion of the range (Trefethen | 967). One of the lessons 
learned from that experience. 


“Where man upsets the natural balance between plants and plant -caters 
and between predators and prey, he must assume the function of a 
controlling agent if he wants healthy enumals and a healthy range.“ 


This same scenario has occurred many tumes with native ungulates in the United States, 
i.@., populanon deplevon followed by protection, then the resultant rangeland 
degradation. Clearly, YNP is on the sane track. 


The Department of Interior's Bureau of Land Management (BLM), a sister agency to the 
NPS, is required by law and regulavon to manage rangelands on a sustainable basis. By 
comparing the NPS policies to BLM regulations on domestic livestock, we are not 
implying that bison are cattle Bison are wildlife. However, the impacts of these large 
grazing ungulates on the rangelands of YNP are simular to the impacts of domestic cattle 
on BLM ranges The analyses conducted to mnplement the BLM standards must be 
considered in development of a management strategy for YNP 


The BLM's February 22, 1995, Rules and Regulations establishes “Fundamentals of 
Rangeland Health” as “fundamentals that address the necessary physical components of 
functional watersheds, ecological processes required for healthy biotic communities, 
water quality standards and objectives, and habitat for threatened or endangered species 
or other species of special interest” These Rules and Regulations also required broad- 
based Resource Advisory Councils in each Western State to develop standards for 
rangeland health tw assure that these fundamentals were adequately addressed. The 
standards developed for Idaho, lich are almost identical to those adopted by other 
ei en aS Sa ae 


1) Watersheds provide for the proper infiltration, retention, and release of water 


TAB 


2) Ruperian-wetland areas are in property funcnoning condition 
5) Stream channels and floodplains are properly functioning relative to the 


geomorpbology 

4) Healthy, productive, and diverse native anwaal habitat and populations of native 
plants are maintained or promoted 

5) — Exouc plant communioes, other than seedlings, will meet mirumum requirements 
of soul stabi lity and maintenance of existing native and seeded plants These 
communities wil] be rehabilitated to perennial communities when feasible cost 
effectrve methods are developed. 

6) Surface and ground water on public lands comply with the state ~ .ter quality 
standards 

7)  — Habitats are suitable to maintain viable populations of Uwemiened, endangered. 
sensitive and other specia) status species 


We submit that meeting (hese standards, which are based upon the best available 
science, will provide for sustainability of amy rangeland ecosystem tocluding the 
yee tap Aay complete EIS must address the effect of various bwon (and 
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the rangeland ecosystems 


Whule the following “guidelines” apply to livestock grazing on public lands, we contend 
that they are also applicable to large native herbivores grazing in YNP: 


1) Use grazing management practices t maintain or promote significant progress 
toward adequate amounts of ground cover to support infiltration, maintain soi! 
moisture storage, and stabilize soils. 

2) —- Use grazing management practices t© mainta:n or promote soil conditions that 
Support water infiltration, plant vigor, and permeability rates and minimize soi! 
compaction appropriate to site potential 

3) Implement grazing management practices that provide periodic rest or deferment 
during critical growth stages to allow sufficient regrowth _.. including good plant 
Vigor and adequate vegetative cover. 

4) Maintain or promote grazing management practices that provide sufficient 
residual vegetation to improve, restore, or maintain healthy riparian- wetland 

5) Apply grazing management practice to maintain, promote, or progress toward 
appropriate stearn channe! and streambank morphology and functions Adverse 
tmpeets due to anguiste grazing will be addressed. 
ee ee eee Oe aan 
the hydrologic cycle, nutrient cycle, and euergy flow. . 

Apply grazing management practices to maintain adequate plant vigor for seed 
production, seed dispersal. and seeding survival of desired species. 

§) implement grazing management practices that meet wae and federal weer quality 


9) _ eas to maintain or improve habitat for federally 
listed threatened. endangered. and sensitive plants and anisnais 
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10) Apply gramng management pracoces that maintain or promote the physical and 
biological conditions necessary to sustain native plant populations and wildlife 
habitats in native plam communities. 


We recognize that bison (and elk) camno, be managed in the same manper as domestic 
livestock However, controlling populations of large ungulates s0 that population 
numbers do noi exceed range carrying capacity wil! eccomplish many of the same 
cbjectives imposed by BLM and NFS grazing management regulations 


Riperiag Feacttoning and Condition, Water Quality 


The DEIS does not adequately address water quality issues. Investigators have found tha 
rates of eros 00 the lower reaches of the Lamar River are high—much higher than one 
would «xpect in a “natural system”, Data show that the Yellownone River failed 5 of 7 
water quality standards Similar violations of water quality standards and cvidence of 
dechwing nparian conditan on public lands adminustered by the NPS sister-agency BLM 
would bring swift action. livestock grazing would be summarily cut or eliminaxed. In 
terms of coosyster health, what difference does ii make whether livestock or high 
numbers of elk and bison causes the problem? 


The BLM has also adopted @ process for determining proper functioning condiuon of 
riparian areas. Certain standards must be met before a riparian area can be classified as 
properly functioning: 


HYDROLOGIC: 

1) — Ploodplain inundated in relatively frequent events (1-3 years). 

2) Active/stable beaver dams. 

3)  Sinuosity, width/depth ratio, and gradient are in balance with the landscape 
setting (ie , landform, geology, and bioclimatic region). 

4) Ripanan zone 1s widening or has achieved potential extent 

5) Upland watershed not contributing to riparian degradation. 


maintenance/recovery ). 
8) — Species presem indicate maintenance of riparian soi] moisture characteristics. 
9) Streambank vegetation is comprised of those plants or plant communities that 
have root masses capable of withstanding high streamflow events. 
10) Riparian piants exhibit high vigor 
11) Adequate vegetative cover is present to protect banks and dissipate energy during 
flows. 
12) Oe 
large woody debris. 


SOILS-EROSION DEPOSITION: 


13) Floodplain and channel characteristics (i.¢., rocks, overflow channels, coarse 
and/or large woody debris) adequate to dissipate energy 

14) Point bars are revegetating 

15) Lateral strearn movement is associated with natura! mnuosity 

16)  Systerm is vertically stable 

17) Stream is in balance with the water and sediment being supplied by the watershed 
(Le., nO excessive erosion or deposition). 


These standards, now accepted by both the BLM and the US Forest Service were 
developed from comprehensive, on-the-ground experience and with the best available 
science. We contend that if these standards were applied to the riparian zones of YNP, 
many would fail to receive a “properly functioning” rating The DEIS must justify the 
failure to utilize these standards in developing the alternatives coniained |n the documem 


Noxious Weeds 


A number of weeds have been introduced into YNP, many of them classified as 
“noxious” Exouc weeds include leafy spurge, spotted knapweed, Canada thistle, 
cheatgrass, dandelion, sheep sorrel, yellow sweetclover, and quackgrass (Despain 1990, 
and Houston 1982). Even comm.» imowy, Kentucky bluegrass, and smooth brome are 
introduced grasses. Most of these species are from Europe, Asia, and the Mediterranean 
(Whitson et. al, 1996). These are a0! part of the aatural system. Deterioration of native 
plant populations greatly facilitates the invasion of exotic species and this has the 
potential to alter a natural habitat. bringing a significant change in species 
composition. The DEIS does not address the effects of the alternatives. or of natural 
regulation, on native plant communities and noxious weed uovasion. 


Threatened and Endangered Species 


Several plant and animal species found in YNP are already listed as threatened or 
endangered under the ESA The Westslope and Y cllowstone cutthroat trout are currently 
under consideration for listing as endangered by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. The 
DEIS does not address the impacis of any of the proposed alternatives, or of the NPS 
natural regulation policy, on the habitat of plants nnd salmonids listed or being 
considered for listing. Specifically. the DEIS fails to address the impacts of the 
alternatives on salmonids. 


As stated cerlier in these comments, there has been ample reported evidence thet the 
rangelands in YNP are in poor condition Specifically, woody riparian species are being 
over-grazed by wintering bison and elk. Surely, habitat requirements for both the 
Westslope and Yellowstone cutthroat for shade, hiding cover, and clean acrated gravel 
beds for spawning are the sarne within YNP boundaries as they are on private, state and 
federal lands outside of the Park Svable, healthy stands of woody riparian species, as 
required for Properly-F unctioning-Condition streams, are cssential for providing 
necessary root structure for undercut banks, and the heavy canopy required for over- 
hanging vegetation thar provides protection from avian and mammalian predators 
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Loss of streammbank stability (stable woody root mass) is also contributing to accelerated 
erosion and mass wasting of streambanks and mverbenks. As discussed earlier, water 
quality is being dimmimshed throughout the entire river systems by heavy runoff within the 
YNP boundaries. Waver quality is in turn diminished throughout the watersheds below 
the YNP boundary resulting in increased sedimentation, degradation of spawning beds, 
changes in the pool riffle ratio, and increases un the diurnal fluctuations of stream 
temperatures. These issues oust be addressed for the bison DFIS, just as they would be 
for any other grazing animal. 


Bison Population Sue 


We strongly believe the size of the bison population in YNP is « significant part of the 
root cause of the controversy surrounding the management of YNP. Mass movernent of 
bison out of YNP did not begin until the population exceeded 2,000 head. A maximum 
population size must be determined for YNP. If the population size is maintained within 
the carrying capacity of the rangelands of YNP, there is neither reason nor justification 
for SMAs 


Page 196, DEIS, “lmmpacts on Bison Population”, states that YNP will support a long-term 
average of 2,700 bison, but that the “maximum herd sizs fluctuates between | ,700 and 
3,500. The term “fluctuates” implies an established pattern or cycle of high and low 
population numbers, yet according to Table 29, the herd has been steadily increasing for 
almost 20 years. There does not appear to be any data to support the NPS contention that 
population numbers are part of e “normal fluctuation”. It support the view that the 
bison populations have “expanded like a wave froni across je habitat in YNP ...” 
and that "natural regulation” of bison in YNP is highly unlikely (Cheville and 
McCullough, 1998, pp. 66 & 120). 


Page 197 of the DEIS purports that an average of 5.1% of the bison population exited 
YNP from 1984-1986, and this value is then used in the model. However, averages are 
grossly misleading (Huff, 1954). On page 129, Table 29 shows a range of 0.1% to 

31.5%, a huge discrepancy There is ample evidence to show that not only higher 
numbers, but also higher percentages of bison exit the park once the population exceeds 
3,000. 


The NAS Report clearly shows that migration of bison out of YNP is strongly correlated 
to population size not weather or other events. The model utilized in the DEIS must be 
redone and include the findings of the NAS Report in the analysis of bison population 
projections and bison movement projections for each alternative. 


We recommend that the bison population be managed to maintain the herd at the lower 
level of no more than | 800 animals unti] such ume as scientifically defensible research 
has been conducted which supports a greater carrying capacity This would accomplish 
three things: |) maintain the carrying capacity at a level consistent with low forage 
production (reduced anima! deprivation, winter die-off and risk from year-to-year 


environmental varianions), 2) provide some relief to rangeland conditions and provide an 
opportunity for habitat to recover during high forage production years, and 3) 
significantly reduce the numbers of bison casting the park in the winter, We contend that 
the acquisitio . of additional lands outside of YNP is more likely to be a problem than a 
solution. Judging from the above-menuoned trend, it will merely lead to « greater 
populavon increase, result in further damage to the ecological systems in the park, and 
bring the bison-exiting problem closer to private lands outside the park, (Cheville and 
MeCullough, 1998, p.122). The DEIS must be rewritten to address this potential for each 
of the alternatives. 


Economic Impacts 


On page xxii, the potential nonmarket values for alternanves 2, }, and 7, which supports 
acquisition of additional grazing land for YNP bison, are estimated at $! 6 million to 
$22.9 millon The uncertainty and extremely wide range renders these valucs 
meaningless. Many economists view the evaluation of non-market outputs as “black 
magic that produces nothing but confusion” (Dyer, 1984). The use of relative terms 
rather than cardinal dollars would best be used in this type of nonmarket evaluation 
(Howitt, }984) 


The DEIS does not adequately address the impacts of the alternatives on small ranching 
units with grazing permits on U § Forest Service allotments adjacent to the Park. For 
example, bow would implementation of Special Managernent Areas affect livestock 
turnout dates (alternative feed sources, unpact on livestock management practices, etc)” 
Would above-normal management be required? What would be the effect of converting 
from a cow-calf operation to a steer/spayed heifer operation (Alternatives 2 & 3)—would 
ase regional market supply-and-demand support this economically” Lf a federal grazing 
permittee were pressured to vacate an allounent, what are the alternatives? Any changes 
to a seasonal grazing permit or system will affect the entire operation. (For example, a 
mandatory cut in stocking rate for three months will result in a cut in the entire herd for 
the «ntire year if no alternative forage is available during those three months). These 
umpacts are not jusi economic. The loss of agricultural enterprises (ranching) to the 
affected counties, and the !oss of open spaces and the habitat these lands provide to 
numerous wildlife species are vital to a healthy community In addition, agriculture, 
especially anunal agriculture (ranching) and the lifestyle it provides is a cultural asset to 
the impacted counties and the state of Montana If the ranching lifestyle is lost or 
severely changed, the culture of the area wil! be significantly altered. While the DEIS 
discusses at great lengths the bison as @ cultural symbol, it fails to reach a balance of the 
importance of agriculture to the culture of the area 


A number of the actions proposed in the alternatives could destroy the economic viability 
of the ranches in the impact area. When this occurs the most efficient way for a 
landowner to regain economic stability is to sell the private lands to the highest bidder, 
which will be private citizens or developers, not the federal government 

The DEIS implies that the private lands would be available for purchase or control by 
agencies of the federal government. There is no assurance that monies could or would be 
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appropriated for purchase of these lands or that the landowners would seil to 
governmental agencies when the lands are worth much more in the private sector 
Private sale and subdivision of the lands would significantly reduce open spaces that are 
available t wildlife, increase wildlife-buman and wildlife-domestic »nimal interaction, 
and increase the number of conflicts in the impact area The DEIS must assess che 
impact of the sale of private lands, in the impact ares of the DEIS, for private 
development 


Summary 


The DEIS is a poor attempt to justify conunuation of the NPS “netural regulation” 
expenument and the continued sacrifice of natural resources inside and outside YNP in 
order to avoid making an uapopular political decimon to address brucellosis and bring 
bison populations into a balance with a sustainable ecosystem We strongly support the 
pending National Academy of Science review of the of ungulate populations on 
the ecology of Yellowstone National Park. We are that this review will reveal 
many of the misguided and unsupported policies surrounding “natural regulation” 


We believe the DEIS is seriously flawed and significantly deficient in that it does not 
adequately address brucellosis control or population oumbers and it does not address the 
ecological conditions that are critical to management of lerge ungulate populstions. 
Neither does it contain daia to support the contennon that the alternan ves would not 
affec: the ecology of the park. Specifically the DEIS either does not address and analyze 
or inadequately addresses the impacts of the various alternatives, including the preferred 
alternative, on the following: 


1. The salmonid species currently being considered for listing YNP contains the 
headwaters of two river systems that provide a substantial amount of the primary 
environment for cither Westslope or Yellowstone cutthroat trout. 

The invasion of exotic plants and weeds into YNP. 

The health, productivity and diversity of YNP rangelands. 

The health and functionality of streams and riperien zones. 

State and federal water quality standards. 

The disease brucellosis in bison and elk and the potential for transmission to cattle. 
The impact of SMAs on the states of Montana and Idaho, on the cattle mdustry and 
on the ability to comtrol disease or risk of disease spread. 

8. The management of the bison population within carrying capacity of YNP. 


We believe the DEIS must address the following questions. How can NPS justify basing 
their policies on lower standards than those imnosed by her sisuer agencies? Why 1s the 
standard for managing rangelands and wildlife differem among the agencies of the 
Department of Interior? Every other national park and national refuge in the United 
States 1s managed to balance habitat and anima! populations so as to sustain both. Is 
there a valid reason for managing our premier Nanooal Park to « lesser standard than 
other national parks? If so, what is the justification for such a management strategy? We 
believe there is a double standard here. The so-called natural system in YNP is already 
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“broken”. [t has already been interrupted, and the NPS must assume the responsibility of 
actively managing YNP ecosystems We can only draw the conclusion that “natural 
regulation” is im reality “non-management” 


We have identified many of the issues of concern and pointed out numerous inaccuracies, 
deficiencies and incorrect assumptions contained in the DEIS in our comments. Many 
addiuonal inaccuracies, deficiencies and incorrect assumpnons are identified in the 
comments submitted by the United Stases Anima! Health Associanon (USAHA). 


We do not believe any of the alternatives contained in the DEIS, excey alternative § 
(which is probably politically unacceptable) are adequate to address all of the issues of 
concern and believe all seven of the alvernatives contained in the DEIS should be 
rejected. 


Kecommendanons 


We agree with and fully endorse the comments on the DEIS that were developed and 
submitted by the USAHA. A copy of the USAHA comments is attached for your review. 


Sp cue aan aan cain seupmaEe a © ain totam of 
concem, maccurate assumptions, and deficiencies identified in these comments. 
Additonally, we urge the cooperating agencies to inctude alternative 6 as amended in the 
USAHA comments (USAHA Recommended Alternative, pp. 24-27, USAHA Comments 
on the DEIS, dated October 6, 1998) in the supplemental analysis and identify this 

ar .nded alternative 6 as the preferred alternative in the final EIS. 


We beleve the USAHA Recommended Alternative can be implemented under current 
state and federal authority, and fulfills the purpose of action and fulfills each of the nine 
stated objectives of the DEIS. 


Thank you for the opportunity to commem on this important issue. 


For attachment see: Organization Section 
Unsted States Anima! Health Associaton, 
YELL -9364 
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The Bog My Coundey 


October 15, 1998 


Bison Management Team 

National Park Service - Sarah Bransom 
DSC -RP 

P.O Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Re Bison Management Plan for Yellowstone 


Please count me in as a supporter of the Citizens’ Plan for Yellowstone buffalo as the 
best alternative for management of wild buffalo in and around Yellowstone National Park 


Single interest participants like the Stock Growers and PETA have kept too many eyes off 
the target - managing a herd of wik/ buffalo | believe that means keeping them wild - as 
in forever! And, it means wildlife agencies should be helping them survive, not livestock 
agencies! 


It is unperative that these animals be allowed to use public lands outside the park for 
winter forage Why should we have to risk the loss of this herd in an extremely tough 
winter because ot unfounded fear of bison giving brucellosis to cattle” 


When those tough winters arrive, they gotta eat’ - Just like the elk that also carry 
brucellosis outside the park when they head for winter forage 


Let's accommodate this national treasure and maintain their numbers and wildness until 
another (hopefully 'ess selfish) generation can come to their assistance The Citizen's 
Plan offers the best alternative to do that 


Bob Raney 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Cen. 00 Midland 
Road, Lewis & Clark Room, Billings, MT, August 25, 1998 


Comment No. 1485! 
Representative Alvin Ellis, Sr. 
State of Montana 


I'm Alvin Ellis. We ranch both in Carbon and Stillwater County, our family does. I'm a member 
of the Montana Stock Growers, and I'm a state representative in the legislature up in Helena. 


I've been concerned with this problem, both in my public position and as a rancher, for some 
time. | remember very vividly in the '40s and ‘50s, when we tried to eradicate brucellosis in our 
cattle herd. We were testing spring and fall. We started a vaccination program. And when our 
first vaccinated heifers were calving, we decided to sell the cows and al! of the vaccinated heifer 
calves and vaccinated two-year-olds because it was such a difficult problem. We were getting a 
number of reactors and suspects; and we were selling them at the yards, and, still, this problem 
continued to resurface. And | think anything thai deals with brucellosis that isn't a long-term 
vaccination program is noi going to work. In other words, you have to go through a gencration of 
bison before you're going to eradicate the problem. And | think it absolutely vital that it be 
eradicated 


But what I'm going to talk about this afternoon is the absolute necessity to control the numbers. 
We ranch on the Beartooth Front, west of Red Lodge. And in the spring of 1997, I got a friend to 
fly me over to Big Timber and up the Yellowstone and through the park. And the contrast 
between the drainages outside the park and inside the park is absolutely phenomenal. And had | 
known that you have visual aids, | would have brought some of those slides for you this 
afternoon 


Outside the park, you identified the streams by the vegetation, the quaking Aspen, the 
cottonwoods, and the willows. The strearmbeds are relatively straight, the channels fairly deep, 
quite often shaded by vegetation. And in times of heavy silt, like when I flew over these 
drainages, they have the ability to carry the silt out im rather rapid fashion. The Yellowstone is 
braided with rather deep channels and myriad of smal! channels and vegetation along all of them 
The shields and all of those drainages look like that. 


Once you get inside the park, the only place there's any cottonwoods along Slough Creek, the 
Lamar, Soda Butte Creek, Pelican Creek, or amy of the drainages that drain into the Yellowstone 
out of the Hayden Valley, that area between Canyon and Lake are naked of any vegetation 
except for a few cottonwoods on the stream bank nght around the confluence of Soda Butte and 
the Lamar. 


Those streams instead of being rather straight and deep channeled, meander. In fact, Slough 
Creek, Pelican Creek, those streams in the Hayden Valley are just serpentine. They are very 
shallow. They are inefficient at carrying the silt out when there is a lot of silt. And there's gonna 
be a lot of silt, because there are a lot of cutbanks. And the reason the park is having trouble with 
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its cutthroat trout population is because they don't have the reds anymore to provide spawning 
for those fish. 


Anything that docs not control the number of bison is going to magnify the problem. It's 
comparable to when ACM, Anaconda Copper Company, was forced by our government to 
address the pollution they were creating in the Clark's Fork Valley in western Montana, and they 
wanted to increase the area that they could impact. 


That's just exactly what the park is doing, the solution is. Now you may have seen studies that 
Superintendent Finley sad that these are du to climatological changes, this vegetation change, 
and drought years. That's absolutely not true. The streams that are outside the park were 
impacted by water being drawn out of them in those dry years- irngation water. Those studies 
are simply experts telling you what they are paid to tell you. And anything that does not control 
the number of bison is an environmental disaster. Thank you 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Center, $500 Midland 
Road, Lewis & Clark Room, billings, MT, August 25, 1998 


Comment No. 14857 


My name is Marian Hanson. I'm from the House of Representatives in the State of Montana, and 
I'm Speaker Pro Tem. And I want to thank you today for the opportunity to address the Draft 
Management Plan for Yellowstone Park and Montana. 


The first thing you have to realize is that your grazing land is not unlimited. You have to manage 
the buffalo numbers to fit the size of your property Do not get any wild tdeas that you nave a 
right to lands outside of the park, because those lands are used by permittees that pay for that 
use. You have to keep your bison herd healthy. 


My father-in-law suffered from undulant fever until his dying day. Nobody should be subjected 
to that discase when there is a vaccine for it. 


Your other option is to have only the negative-tested bison ieft on the range. Perhaps if you only 
kept the clean ones, the grass would have enough rest to recover from the overgrazing | see in 
the park. If 1, as a permittee, because I do have livestock on federal land, were allowed to build 
my animals to a number that overgrazing and starvation were the only management tools, my 
banker and your public would put you completely out of business. My permit to graze would be 
revoked, and yours should be, too. The only difference is the public does not know what to look 
for. 


Buffalo are no different than livestock, except yours are supposed to be wild. And | don't buy the 
idea that you can't herd these animals for testing. Every other buffalo herd in America 1s teste“ 
and vaccinated, and Yellowstone is no different. You must address this brucellosis problem. 
Please clean up your herd and don't get any ideas thai you can run them all over the country. i 
can't. 
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October 27, 1998 
Sarah Bransom 
Interagency Bison Management Plan, DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 


Denver, CO 80255-0287 
Dear Ms. Bransom, 


I would like to submit my comments on the Interagency Bison Management Plan | represent 
rural Park County in the State House of Representatives. Thus area includes all the property in 
Gardiner and north where the bison have traditionally migrated in the harsh winters 


To begin, | beheve it is important to note how important agriculture is in Park County, and cattle 
in particular. I have lived my entire life on my family’s ranch in Park County, first in Paradise 

Valley near Mill Creek, and now in the Shields Valley north of Livingston. The social fabric of 
this area is made of neighbors helping neighbors with calving, branding, harvesting and supping 
calves and crops. There are numerous 4-H clubs, and our local FFA organizations have gained 


Statistics from the Montana Department of Commerce indicate that there are about 385 farms and 
ranches in Park County. 255 of these are in the business of cattle production, and these produce 
nearty $15 million of annual sales Livestock production is by far the largest segment of 
agriculture in Park County, and in Montana as well 


I think it is imperative that aggreessive seeps be taken to avoid the risk of Montana cattle being 
infected with brucellosis, and that means addressing the problem at the source--the Yellowstone 
bison herd. I would like to see the Park system handle the problem within the Park's boundary, 
but realize that political realities probably won't allow that, and so I support Alternative 7, with 
some conditions. 


First, | think it’s very appropriate to manage for target numbers, as was done up until the | 960’s. 
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The target range in Alternative 7 may be a little high, as | believe the park is in need of some 
grazing relief, and that would ultimately unprove the range and allow for a higher carrying 
capacity to be sustained | would like to see some of the population control take place inaide the 
park, as | feel it is unfair (o put that responsibility off on the States. [i seems appropriate to allow 
Native Americans to have a hunt in the park to help with the population control, as they would be 
the reciprents of a lot of the meat and hides, and they could preserve some of their heritage this 
way 


Finally, | believe the Park System should cover the costs of the program | think the park's 
management has absohutely been asleep at the wheel while the park has been overgrazed. 
overburned, and basically pust left to t's own devices. This has caused Park County and Montana 
to incur substantial costs in food control and bison control, and mn regards to the bison, | feel it is 
time for the park to be a good neighbor and put its house in order 
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August 2, 1998 
Bison Management Plan EIS Tearn 
Sarah Bransom DSC -RP 


P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, Co. 80225-9901 


Re. Comment an Bison EIS 


1 am a third generation rancher located South of Great Falis, Montana Our family tes to ranching 
extend back to my Grandparents scquirmg a homestead relinguishment We are a family owned aud 
operated commercial cow calf operation along with growing small grains | am currentiy a State Senator, 
Chairman of Agnoulture, Livestock, and Irngation Commattee 


Montana has been responding to the management of Yellowstone Park for many years The 
Brucellosis mffection that exusts m the Bison herd in Yellowstone has a dramatic affect on the economic 
chumate of the State of Montana Montana's economic base is den ved from our natural resources 
Agnculture, logging, and manmg have histoncally and will continue to drive our economy Agriculture is 
the largest business im the State and approxumatoly one haif of this revesme, about one billion dollars 1s 
generated from the sale of livestock To demonstrate just how large the livestock industry is there are 
approximately three head of livestock for every resident of the State of Montana 


It 1s estamated that the lower forty exght states will be “Certified Brucellosis Free” lator this year, 
except for Yellowstone National Park. Histoncally Montana has faced livestock trade sanctions from 
other states because of the threat of brucellosss from the Park 


in reviewing the proposed alternatives several aptions that are proposed inay be responsibly 
considered m the future guly after the brucellosis problem 1s addressed After and oaly after Yellowstone 
park implements an aggressive capture, testing and vaccination program and brucellosis is cradicated 
from the park can you consider other options. |i only makes sense to eradicate s disease from a herd first 
and to do it at a ume when the population us at a relative low level Also determine through respansible 
range management resources the carrymg capacity of the various ranges within the Park, to determine the 
amount of wildlife the park can reakstacaily support Once the Disease is eradicated and predetermined 
carrying capacity 1s established , mitiate measures to mamtam a sustamable wildlife population At this 
port hunting may be a viable uption to harvest excess animels Hunting 1s a heritage m Montana that is 
enjoyed by the vast majority of our citizens If hunting is to be an option it only makes sense to make sure 
the ansmals are disease free and healthy It would be irresponsible to allow public hunting of an animal 
mfocted with brucellons that could be transnutied to humans m the form of undulant fever If Yellowstone 
Park can jom the rest of the United States in being certified brucellosis free and pose no nsk to Montana's 
hvestock industry and no health risk to the public, | would support legislation for Montana to mituste a 
public Bison hunting season as 2 means of population control 
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in alternative two, Special Management Areas (SMA)s are considered. This alternatrve is totally 
unacceptable’ To allow discased animals that jeopardize Montana's Livestock industry to roam ouside the 
Park ws not only wresponsible, but quite frankly dlegal under curren APHIS regulations relating to 
Brucellosis free status Any diseased ania! that jeopardizes the |rvestock dustry that enters the State of 
Moatana, the State Department of Livestock and the State Vetermanan gaygt have the authority to 
determine which animals are tolerated, when and where the anumals would be removed or returned to 
Yellowstone National Park 


Let me try to put this into context in another form | am a landowner and a responsible steward of 
the land, and for example | manage oo. amount of acres for production of anamals | rarse them for a 
livelihood and you rause therm for natura) beauty and preservation Bemg most reaponsible | start out with » 
disoase free herd, uf # is not disease free | eradicate the disease problems immediately | determune the 
carrying capacity of the land, taking mto account surnmer pasture available, winter pasture available, water 
quality and quantity and the distnbunon of the ananals Once this is acoomplished | harvest a certam 
amount of the anuna!s per year to mamtain the ansmal health and protect the range resources 


What would happen if | managed my ranch like Yellowstone Nationa) Park is currently bemg 
managed’ [f | had a diseased herd and took no action to correct & and allow: d my herd to expand 
unharvested and uncontrotied, | would not anly be m violation of herd health regulations, | would also 
jeopardize the viability of the Land, water resources and not only umpact my own future but my neaghbors 
as well 
Lesson Be a good newhbor, contro! disease, determine what you can produce and preserve the beauty of 
the land that we all enjoy 


To recap the individual alternatives 

#1 Noaction This alternative is not acceptable, we need to eradicate Brucellosis! 

4 2 Close roads, Develap SMAs — This alternative is not acceptable - Huge ecanormc 

impacts to the State of Montana, Allowing diseases animals to roam outside of Park 

illegal under current APHIS rules 

#3 Pubbc Hunt — Public health hazard until the public can hunt a diseased free animal 

# 4 Pubbc Hum — Does not address eradication of Brucellosis - Human health hazard 

* S Aggressive Brucellosis Contro! — Strongly support, start mmediately' 
Capture, test, and removal 

#6 Aggressive Brucellosis Control — Strongly support, start mmediately' 
Vaccmathon program 

# 7 Specific populaton range —- Partially support as long as it 1s with the confinernent 
of the current Yellowstone Park boundary and brucellosis is eradicated 
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The management of Bison im Yellowstane National Park has certainly captured the mterest of 
many individuals, many of which are removed from the reality of the consequences that those of us face as 
a neighbor to the Park Please take the above mentioned suggestions in conmderstion to make the corre 
decision We need to work together in a responsible realistic sohution for the problem that has not only 
plagued the Park but Montana as well 


Smoerely, 


ac 


2191 Millegan Road 
Cascade, Mt. 59421 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Center, 5,00 Midland 
Road, Lewis & Clark Room, Billings, MT, August 25, 1998 


Commeat No. 14843 
Senator Lorents Grosfield 
State of Montana 


Thank you. My name is Lorents Grosfield. I'm a state senator for Park and Sweet Grass 
Counties 


Bison are different. | can't overstress that fact. Bison are bigger, slower, more fearful, and less 
fearful of humans than any other species of wildlife in Montana. And bison prefer different 
habitat than any other species of Montana. They prefer lower ground, open areas, river bottoms 
In short, they prefer the same habitat that people prefer. We build our towns, our highways, our 
railroads, our homes, and our ranch headquarters in these same low lands, these same nver 
bottoms. 


Even if brucellosis is entirely eradicated from the Ycllowstone bison herd, the conflicts that 
would be presented by a wide-ranging bison herd outside the park preclude the existence of such 
a herd except perhaps in very limited, narrow, and well-controlled circumstances, such as on the 
Indian reservations or on specific, well-managed, well-confined preserves. We cannot go back to 
the 1800s. This translates to population control. There's no way around it. 


Without eradicating brucellosis from the herd, bison simply cannot be tolerated outside the park 
m any manner that presents a risk of intermingling with livestock. I don't think any Indian tribe 
will accept diseased animals, and, certainly, federal law will not allow the intcrstate transport of 
diseased animals, except perhaps to slaughter, nor should it. | suspect the Center for Disease 
Control in Atlanta would be very reluctant to express approval of circumstances that could 
potentially reintroduce undulant fever to Americans. We cannot go back even to the 1930s. 


There's no doubt that brucellosis could be eliminated from the Yellowstone bison herd. The 
Nationa! Academy of Sciences’ analysis concludes that brucellosis would likely disappear from 
Yellowstone if eliminated from the bison herd and if the elk feeding grounds in Wyoming and 
Idaho were phased out. 


This aspect of alternatives 5 and 6, brucellosis eradication, must be given top priority for no 
other solution works in the long-run without it except alternative |, the mterim plan. 


Additionaily, | believe that the National Park Service has concluded thas the Brucella organism 1s 
not native to the park. It is therefore an exotic. And it is my understanding that it is a nationwide 
Park Service policy to remove exotics from the National Park System. There's no valid excuse 
not to eliminate brucellosis. 


Alternative 7 is the only one that has the other critical element of a solution, and that is 
establishing and maintaining a specific population for bison within specific boundaries. | believe 
the suggested number, | ,700 to 2,500, are too high. Several scientists, including Mary Meagher, 


Yellowstone Park's own buffalo expert, agreed. | would rather see the population range from 
about 800 to | 200. No one I've heard of advocates going below 600. It is simply 
emotionalization and exploitation of an extremely difficult issuc to suggest that the last free 
roaming herd will disappear or that the Montana Department of Livestock or anyone else is 
pursuing that goal. 


Do people really think that if the bison population was say, around | ,000, that we would see 
mass migrations outside the park in the winter? There would be no need, because there would be 
sufficient feed inside the park in the traditional wintering grounds. And this whole issue would 
be gone. 


I need to say a word about hunting. As a state senator in the 199] Montana legislature, | was one 
of the loudest voices for eliminating the hunt. | will continue to aggressively oppose any buffalo 
hunt outside Yellowstone National Park in Montana, unless and until acceptable specifics are 
developed relative to seasons, locations, and conduct of the hunt that can convince me that a hunt 
will not result in another media circus for Montana such as we experienced at the end of the 
1980s when the national media demonized Montana. And because bison are different in the ways 
I've described, I have a hard time visualizing a hunt that would be sporting and out of view of the 
nightly news. 


Some have suggested holding the hunt in remote wilderness areas, with topography and cover 
that poses a challenge for the hunter. That ignores the basic fact that buffalo tend to congregate 
in low, open areas when they leave the park, especially in the winter. As an elected public 
policymaker, I refuse to be put in a position of supporting 4 hunt that doesn't responsibly address 
these issues. We cannot go back even to the 1980s. 


In summary, without addressing brucellosis and population numbers, the only alternatives that 
make sense are alternatives | and 4, basically, no tolerance of diseased animals outside the park. 
I'm not saying these are good, non-controversial decisions, they are just the only ones that are 
workable in the long-term, in the absence of brucellosis elimination and specific population and 
boundary control. Thank you. 
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Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
Nationa) Park Service 

Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

PO Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-9901 


Dear Interagency Bison Management Plan EIS Team, 


| appreciate this opportunity, including the extension of time offered, to comment on the 
Draft Bison Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) | will try to organize my comments by 
providing a brief introduction, then discussing several general issues, and finally conclude with 
specific recommendations regarding the seven alternatives officially offered, as well as a couple 
other alternatives since offered by other groups. | will make several suggestions regarding 
revisions that | believe would make the Final E1S both more informative, more complete, and in 


some cases more accurate and reliable 


For your information, by way of background, | will soon begin my third term representing 
Senate District 13, which includes all of Park County, one of the two areas in Montana most 
affected by the whole bison issue. (It also includes most of Sweet Grass County ) | have served 
two legislative sessions as Chairman of the Senate Natural Resources Commuttee 


INTRODUCTION 


Bison are different from all other large wildlife species in the Yellowstone area Bison are 
generally bigger, slower, and less fearful of or responsive to man and man’s activities than any 
other species of wildlife in Montana And, bison prefer different habitat than any other species 
They prefer iower ground, open areas, river bottoms In short, they prefer the same habitat that 
humans, their domesticated livestock, and a wide variety of human activities have historically 
preferred We build our towns, our highways and railroads, our homes, our ranch headquarters in 
these same lowlands, these same river bottoms. We graze our livestock in these lowlands Most 


of it-- outside Yellowstone National Park (YNP)-- is private land 


Meanwhile, YNP bison are infected with brucellosis. Without eradicating brucellosis from 
the herd, bison simply cannot be tolerated outside the Park in any manner that presents a risk of 
intermingling with livestock | don't think any Indian tribe will accept diseased animals, the 
National Park Service (NPS) does not advocate transplanting diseased animals to other Parks in 
the system, and certainly federal law will not allow the interstate transport of diseased animals, 
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except perhaps to slaughter Nor should it-- | think the Cemer for Disease Control in Atlanta 
would be very reluctant to approve of circumstances that could potentially reintroduce undulant 
fever to Americans. This was not analyzed in the Draft E1S, but should have been | urge you to 
contact the Center for Disease Control for their comment and guidance Certainly, the Montana 
Legislature will never look favorably on circumstances or proposals that will increase the risk of 
infection to livestock or Montana citizens 


It's curious that the NPS doesn't even advocate for removal of non-diseased bison to a 
vanety of other Parks within the NPS system that historically contained bison NPS could then 
practice natural regulation on these translocated bison as well This, by the way, is another 
management alternative that was not analyzed within the Draft EIS, but should have been 
Apparently, even the NPS itself implicitly recognizes the real and political limitations surrounding 
& general use of natural regulation 


Even if brucellosis is entirely eradicated from the Yellowstone bison herd, the conflicts 
that would be presented by a wide- and free-ranging bison herd outside the Park prechude the 
existence of such a herd except in very limited, narrow and well-controlled circumstances, such as 
on Indian reservations or on specific, well-managed, well-confined preserves We cannot go back 
to the 1800s, neither realistically nor scientifically, and certainly not politically 


GENERAL ISSUES 


1. NATIONAL RESEARCH COUNCIL REPORT. | presume that the entire National 
Research Council's 1998 report entitled “cucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area” will be 
utilized and responded to in the formulation of the Final EIS In amy case, | hereby request that 
you do that, and by this reference | hereby incorporate that entire report as part of this comment 
| request that you analyze and respond to each finding and recommendation contained within (hat 
report in the Final EIS, and justify within the Final EIS the final preferred alternative in light of 
each of these findings and recommendations 


2. NATURAL REGULATION. While the National Park Service (NPS) may decide to 
continue to pursue its natural regulation policy within the confines of Yellowstone National Park 
(YNP), it is not realistic nor politically feasible to pursue such a “non-management” approach in 
significant areas outside the Park Regardless of where maximum population numbers might be 
set outside the Park (either by private or public entities), the fact remains that such numbers 
WILL be set. Natural regulation biology outside the Park for such a large species that tends to 
imhabii areas suitable and desirable for a variety of man’s activities simply will never happen, can 


never be allowed to happen Thus, population control of bison will happen, if not within the Park, 


then outside the Park National Park Service management strategies therefore have significance 

outside the Navonal Park Service's area of jurisdiction, and as a public body, the NPS cannot 

ignore or escape from the -eality To attempt to do so would be irresponsible and reprehensible 
For example, for the Nat.onal Park Service, that is, Yellowstone National Park 
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Management, (oO pursue an attitude or policy based on source and sink dynamics (as described in 
the National Research Council's report beginning on page 121), with YNP being the “source” and 
various areas outside the Park the “sinks” presumes a decrease in numbers outside the Park 
Since the area outside YNP is not a world without man where habitat by itself might not 
necessarily be a limiting factor (at least not until the entire “Buffalo Commons,” or perhaps all of 
North Amenca, were overgrazed by bison), the use of non- YNP areas as sinks would obviously 
result in and indeed necessitate human intervention Resulting population decreases would by 
necessity be via either some sort of harvest or physical removal to other areas. However, no 
other area would accept diseased animals It's hard even to umagine any other area that would 
accept bison without contemplating some sort of management scheme--- in other words, removal 
would not be to another area where natural regulation could be practiced A Final EIS and 
preferred alternative must involve an acknowledgment of and culpability for NPS responsibility 
for the effects of its chosen management style (or non-management style, as many prefer to call it) 
on areas outside the jurisdiction of the NPS, namely public and private lands within Montana, 
Wyoming and Idaho, and perhaps elsewhere. | believe that the NPS must be made to cooperate 
and assist, both politically, economucally, and educationally, in the management strategies that 
these other jurisdictions are forced to adopt as a consequence of NPS natural regulation policy 


3. NATIVES AND EXOTICS. | believe that the National Park Service has concluded 
that brucellosis is not native to the Park, it is therefore an exotic, and it is my understanding that, 
based on Park Service federal statutory mandates, it is nationwide Park Service policy to remove 
exotics from the national park system There is no valid excuse not to elim nate brucellosis! The 
NPS should be actively pursuing the eradication of exotics, not studying them for years, and not 
ignoring them—— especially exotics of such extreme concern as the brucellosis bacteria. Again, 
this is a federal statutory mandate It is my understanding that the US Fish and Wildlife Service 
vaccinates bison at Moise. I believe even the NPS vaccinates at Wind Cave National Park 
Again, there is no valid excuse not to eliminate brucellosis! 


4. PLEASURING GROUND. Yellowstone was established as a “pleasuring ground” 
for the people. The NPS is charged with maintaining that “pleasuring” aspect Yet, the Draft ElS 
has no analysis of the pleasure derived from observing a known healthy population versus a 
known diseased population, especially diseased by non-native, or exotic, organisms. An analysis 
of this aspect of YNP bison is a glaring omission from the Draft EIS, which | believe must be 
included in the Final EIS 


5. ESTABLISHING A SPECIFIC POPULATION RANGE. One critical element of a 
solution is establishing a specific population range for bison However, | believe the suggested 
numbers in Alternative 7 are too high Several scientists, including Mary Meagher, Yellowstone 
Park's own buffalo expert, agree I'd rather see the population range from around 800-1200. No 
one I've heard of advocates going below 600 _ it is simply emotionalization and exploitation of 
an extremely difficult issue to suggest that the last free roaming herd will disappear, or that the 
Montara Department of Livestock or anyone else is pursuing that goal We're talking about 
maintaining a herd, managing a herd 
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Do people really think that if the population were around | 000, that we'd see mass 
migrations outside the Park in the winter? There'd be no need to as there'd be sufficient feed 
inside the Park in the traditional wintering grounds No analysis of resulting winter outmigrations 
from a limited population of, say, less than 1200 has been done in the Draft EJS. Is not this a 
viable population for YNP? This analysis should be done in the Final ELS 

Some say don’t establish a population range until conclusive scientific evidence is gathered 
to support the number Would these advocates be singing the same song if we were talking about 
water pollutants don’t set the standard until absolute scientific proof supports it? That only 
invites further deterioration of the resource in the meantime. And by the way, whose science are 
they advocating— if it's natural regulation “science,” that would be meaningless in the context of 
this particular EIS 


6. HUNT. As a member of the Montana Senate, | was a diligent and forceful voice in the 
demise of the buffalo hunt in Montana. | wil! continue to aggressively oppose any buffalo hunt 
outside Yellowstone National Park in Montana unless and until specifics are developed relative to 
seasons, locations, and conduct of the hunt that convince me that a hunt will not result in another 
media circus for Montana such as we experienced at the end of the 1980s when the national media 
demonized Montana. And because bison are different in the ways I've described I have a hard 
time visualizing a hunt that would be sporting and out of the view of the nightly news. Some have 
suggested holding a hunt in remote roadiess areas with topography and cover that poses a 
challenge for the hunter That ignores the basic fact that buffalo tend to congregate in low open 
areas when they leave the Park As an elected public policy maker, | refuse to be put in a position 
of supporting a hunt that doesn't responsibly address these issues 

Those alternatives within the Draft EIS that mention a hunt do not do so from the 
perspective of using a hunt to exclusively be the population control method for bison outside 
YNP What is proposed are really only token hunts, because they involve only a few bison 
Population control would still have to utilize hazing back to YNP, removal, or other lethal means 
This fact needs to be made clearer in the Final ElS 

One of the problems with establishing a hunt is that once it is done it creates the 
expectation of a huntable population, in other words, of a viable population outside the Park 
Until | see specifics of a management proposal including exact location, times of year, effective 
boundary control measures, and specific enforceable population guidelines that convince me there 
will be no safety, property damage, other economic, or any political risk to Montanans, | cannot 
support the existence of such a population outside YNP in Montana By political risk, | am 
referring (o setting up any situation that might lead to the further demonization of Montana, 
Montana government, or Montana citizens by the national press. ['m sure you can appreciate the 
apprehension that | as a public policy maker for my state has about the safety, economic and 
political ramifications of this issue (While some might say that Montana's killing of any bison 
deservedly leads to demonization, that argument conveniently ignores very real economic and 
private property issues.) 

One other thing Hunting within YNP by native Americans consistent with claimed 
aboriginal rights was not analyzed in the Draft EIS. This may prove consistent with the native 
side of the native vs. exotic discussion, and may be an appropriate way to contro! the population 
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numbers. At any rate, it should be analyzed in the Final EIS 
legislative intent re hunting 


7, BUFFER ZONES. The only thing a buffer zone gets you is pretty soon a need for a 
bigger buffer zone. This is especially true for predators and large mammals. YNP’s organic act 
specifies boundaries - these are not illusory and they are too easily forgotten Again, until | see 
specifics of a management proposal including exact location, times of year, effective boundary 
control measures, and specific enforceable population guidelines that convince me there will be no 
safety, property damage, other economic, or any political risk to Montanans, | cannot support the 
existence of Special Management Areas outside YNP in Montana. However, I believe that a 
discussion and analysis of source and sink dynamics relative to bison and the implications for 
Special Management Areas outside YNP is a glaring omission from the Draft EJS and should be 
included in the Final E1S, along with an analysis relative to each of the Alternatives, and especially 
the final preferred alternative 


8. VACCINATION. There is no doubt that brucellosis could be eliminated from the 
Yellowstone bison herd The National Academy of Sciences analysis concludes that brucellosis 
would likely disappear from Yellowstone if eliminated from the bison herd and if the elk feeding 
grounds in Wyoming and Idaho were phased out. While phasing out these feeding grounds might 
well raise controversy rivaling the bison brucellosis issue, such a phase out must be considered 
This needs analysis in the Final EIS as an integral element of a long term, complete solution This 
aspect of Alternatives 5 and 6 must be given top priority for no other solution works in the long 
run without it, except Alternative |, the interim plan. 


ANALYSIS OF SELECTED SPECIFIC ASPECTS OF THE DRAFT EIS DOCUMENT: 
PURPOSE AND NEED 


1. Purpose of Action. It is unfortunate that the Need for Action and Purpose of Action 
statements do not include mention of the public health concerns relating to brucellosis. This is 
discussed at some length in the NRC Report, and is mentioned in the Draft EIS. Certainly, the 
Purpose of Action is to “address the nsk of brucellosis transmission to protect the public health of 
citizens of and tourists to Montana as well as the economic interest and viability of the livestock 
industry in the state of Montana.” [Proposed additional language underlined] The Purpose of 
Action should also be amended to reflect the statement in the Need for Action regarding the need 
to. “filly manage the herd” As I have noted above, even with the eradication of brucellosis, the 
herd needs management and WILL HAVE management, if not within YNP then certainly outside 
YNP_ | hope you will amend the Final EIS to reflect these two corrections 


2. Alternative Interpretation of Risk. In the Background portion of the Draft EIS, in 
the Purpose of and Need for Action section, an “Alternative Interpretation of Risk” is offered. 
This “alternative” is characterized by such phrases as “It has been theorized that .." and “It is 
possible that.” The entire discussion is based on non-peer reviewed conjecture This entire 


“Alternative Interpretation of Risk” should be struck from the Final ElS as inappropriate and 
musieading In order to have the confidence of the public, important government documents need 
to leave out segments such as this one that are not scientifically supportable 


3. Bison Distribution. The discussion about bison migration out of YNP is somewhat 
misleading. It is my understanding that this is really only a recent phenomenon, say over the past 
dozen or so years, with very few if any outmigrating in years prior to about 1984. That is relative 
to a much increased bison population over total numbers present in earlier years. This has 
significant implications for attempting to determine what appropriate herd size range should be, 
and should be documented in the Final EIS. 

Also, with regard to distribution, there is some discussion of snowmobiles and road 
grooming, and their impacts on bison population. | would offer two points that were not analyzed 
in this regard, but should be. First, the road from Gardiner to Cooke City has not been groomed 
but has been actually plowed for dozens of years, if there were a population effect from grooming, 
it would certainly be at least as great from plowing. However, | am not aware of any evidence to 
support this, nor am I aware of any serious recommendations to discontinue this plowing, 
especially since it provides the only winter access to the populations of Cooke City and Silver 
Gate 

The other point is that the NPS closes the groomed roads to snowmobiles much earlier in 
the winter than most people realize--- this closure is for the purpose of plowing the roads in 
preparation for the summer season. According to a story in the Livingston Enterprise dated 
February 27, 1998 for example, the roads were to close beginning March |". This timetable, it 
should be noted, has been pushed earlier in recent years. This could have at least as significant an 
effect on bison outrmgration as groomed snowmobile trails. An analysis of the timing of 
outmigration relative to spring plowing should be included in the Final EIS. This may also have 
potential implications for the return by hazing of bison to the interior of the Park which were not 
analyzed in the Draft EIS but should be included in the Final EIS. 


4. Birth Control and Sterilization. Under alternatives suggested but not analyzed are 
included birth control and sterilization. | think it is inaccurate to assert that these “would not 
contnbute to controlling migrations.” Migrations occur relative to the relationship between 
population and available forage, especially during harsh winters Thus, having a smaller, 
controlled population would generally contribute to decreased outmigrations This statement 
should be modified or eliminated in the Final EIS. [In addition, several of the alternatives 
contemplate a bison population outside YNP. Where these populations are to be tolerated on a 
permanent basis, birth control and/or sterilization could be an effective component of population 
control and should be considered, and addressed in the Final EIS 


5. Eagle creek/Bear Creek. Some of the historic background as well as several of the 
alternatives consider the use of the Eagle Creek and Bear Creek areas as a Special Management 
Area where bison may be or have been tolerated. Historically, this area has also seen significant 
use by elk leaving YNP. A number of years ago the state of Montana purchased and established 
the Dome Mountain Wildlife Management Area near the southeast end of the Paradise Valley 
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Ths area is used in the winter by several hundred to thousands of elk It is my understanding that 
one of if not the primary route these elk use to get to the Dome Mountain area is through the 
Eagle Creck/Bear Creek area and then over the divide to the north, which involves a relatively 
short distance. Somewhere in the Final EIS should be a discussion of this phenomena, and the 
likelihood that a tolerated buffalo herd in the Eagle Creek/Bear Creek area might follow these elk 
trails and spillover into the Dome Mountain area Such a migration to Dome Mountain could 
concetvably put a significant number of bison on the edge of the entire Paradise Valley livestock 
industry virtually overnight While an Eagle creek spillover to Dome Mountain was not analyzed 
im the Draft EIS, it should be in the Final EIS, including identifying prevention measures as well as 
specific contingency plans should the event occur Because of the difficulty of the terrain, hazing 
them back would probably not be feasible. Because of the lack of handling facilites, capture 

is of extreme concern to me because it could jeopardize th. entire Paradise Valley livestock 
industry, and thus have significant impacts on the entre Montana lrvestock industry, on literally an 
overnight basis (likely during some severe snowstorm), unless effective preventative and 
contingency plans are ready PLEASE address this in the Final EJS 


ANALYSIS OF SELECTED SPECIFIC ASPECTS OF THE DRAFT EIS DOCUMENT: 
ALTERNATIVES 


1. Alternative 1. Essentially, the no action alternative serves to adequately protect the 
Montana livestock industry from economic devastation from brucellosis It also serves to fairty 
adequately protect private property from damage. Please see however my discussion above 
regarding Eagle Creek/Bear Creek. 

I presume and would strongly recommend that essentially this alternative is to be the 
management scheme utilized until and unless a better alternative is adopted, and completely 
phased in. | would suggest however adding a quarantine facility to Alternative | as soon as 
possible This would be beneficial from a number of perspectives, including providing an ability 
to get much needed data in a timely fashion It would also soon enable the transfer of some 
certified disease-free bison to other areas, probably Indian reservations. Politically, this would go 
a long, long way towards defusing the issue, and providing much needed time to research 
remaining issues and to implement a more permanent solution Finally, it would make available an 
important tool for the meantime to deal with potential large outmigrations of bison | would 
recommend construction of such a facility within YNP near the present Stephens Creek facility on 
acquired land not part of the 1872 original Park charter and organic act. This should not pose 
insurmountable legal problems, it puts the temporary responsibility where it belongs, and it is 
relatively convenient from a geographic perspective. 


2. Alternative 2. Because of its significant impacts on both the livestock and tourism 
(winter use) industries, as well as on private property and public safety (especially on highways), | 
feel confident in stating that this alternative will never be supported by Montana 


3. Alternatives 3 and 4. Sce discussion above regarding a hunt. And again, a traditional 
Native Amencan hunt should be considered 


4. Alternatives 5 and 6. These alternatives both address one of the absolute keys to any 
long-term solution, that is, aggressive brucellosis control Whule neither alternative specifically 
discusses total eradication, this should be discussed in the Final EIS as a long term goal See 
discussion above regarding elimination of elk feeding facilities which must be part of this effort 
and which must be discussed in the Final E1S 

In addition, if brucellosis capture facilities are set up within YNP, particularly at the Seven 
Mile Bridge, an analysis of providing alternative winter snowmobile access to the interior of the 
Park from West Yellowstone must be undertaken. | firmly believe that with none to mirurnal 
costs or physical changes, alternative trails could be sited that would not interfere with the 
operation of the capture facilities Two examples that would need to be analyzed are the old 
stagecoach road and power line corridors. Either of these, as well as other possibilities (the 
terrain is relatively flat and negotiable from West Yellowstone to the Seven Mile Bridge area), 
could provide temporary alternative travel corridors for winter access to ihe intenor of the 
people's pleasuring ground. 


5. Alternative 7. This preferred alternative provides the other main essential ingredient 
of an acceptable solution, the establishment of a specific population range However, | think the 
numbers are too high See discussion above At the very least, | think any adopted population 
range should be based only on available range within YNP (any Special Management Areas 
should only be for spillover, and not for primary range), and should be subject to change based on 
further refereed range science research and analysis of just what the YNP carrying capacity is 
These considerations should both be included in the Final E1S with respect to any preferred 
alternative finally selected. This includes a meaningful discussion of the terms of necessary 
research to establish such a carrying capacity based on widely accepted scientific range 
management techniques 


ANALYSIS OF SELECTED SPECIFIC ASPECTS OF THE DRAFT EIS DOCUMENT: 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 
(the following addresses issues that should be provided some background in the 
Affected Environment section, and some analysis of impacts in the 
Environmentai Consequences section of the Final EIS) 


1. Property Damaged By Bison. This section should include two additional areas One 
is the public safety concern of lik". highway accidents, including human injuries and fatalities 
(which were not even addresse. ii should be obvious that the road kill of say a deer is one 
thing, but a collision with a bise: could be quite another 

Also, any significant population of bison outside YNP, whether seasonal or year round, 
could have very significant adverse impacts on forage availability as well as crops. This is 
certainly property damage and should be addressed 
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As a Montana Legislator, | wil) be very interested in this kind of information in making 
decimons on whether or not to support management actions that involve state approval or state 
dollars 


2, Neomarket Values. This entire discussion is very suspect. It is based on an extremely 
controversial and largely discredited methodology that involves significant assumptions base? on 
uagnificam assumptions, based on still other assumptions In this case, many of the numbers are 
based on extrapolations to bison from endangered species, which bison are not, and which 
therefore involves highly suspect assumptions to begin with No original research relative to 
bison themselves are involved No discussion of the difference between nonmarket values for 
diseased arumais versus healthy animals is undertaken No discussion of the nonmarket values 
relative to snowmobiling or a healthy agricultural economy is undertaken (many people prefer 
“Cows vs. Condos” for example). The statement is made that. “There have been no estimates 
reported in the economic literature of the affect of the presence or abundance of bison on the 
value park visitors derive from Yellowstone National Park " This should be enough by itself to 
preclude the inclusion of this entire discussion from the Final EIS. That no analysis of the 
mgnificance of nonresponses to the statistical “validity” of the samples is even attempted is 
another reason sufficient to prechude this discussion No Alternative and no serious commenter 
that | am aware of has advocated for the elimination of bison from YNP, such that the question is 
not a viewing versus not viewing, or an intrinsic value of knowing bison are in YNP versus 
knowing they are not, but no analysis of variable population numbers, which is the real issue, is 
undertaken or even attempted At any rate, this entire discussion should be deleted from the Final 
EIS 


3. Cultural and Visual Resources. Agriculture is also an affected environment because 
of heavy current and historical agricultural influence on communities. Agriculture and a rural 
agricultural and livestock heritage is also a cultural and visual resource in the area surrounding 
YNP. For example, again, many people prefer “Cows vs Condos.” How does each alternative 
affect this? How does each alternative affect the culture and education in local communities (the 
Gardiner school, for example), especially those that consider taking agricultural land (and thereby 
the livestock on it) out of production to provide habitat in the Special Management Areas? The 
impacts on local economies and tax bases for buying agricultural land for habitat are simply not 
analyzed, but should be in the Final EIS This includes the tax implications to other taxpayers in 
Park and Gallatin Counties who will have to make up the difference for the taxes lost due to these 
alternatives 


OTHER GROUP’S ALTERNATIVES 


1, “CITIZEN'S PLAN.” The so-called Citizens’ Plan, presented primarily by the 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition (GYC), while it contains some items with which I agree, is in 
general a gross over-simplification of the difficult issues presented in the Draft EIS, as well as in 


the NRC Report 

For example, the maps in ther brochure entitled “The Ciuzens' Plan to Save Yellowstone 
Buffalo,” depicting (in green color) several hundred thousand acres of suggested Special 
Management Areas ignore the basic fact that bison rarely if ever frequent the vast majority of 
these several hundred thousand acres. They also ignore the fact that several parts of these green 
areas include private land, developments, and even towns. It ts nothing more or less than a 
deliberate attempt to misiead the public into believing that there are vast areas of biologically and 
politically suitable lands outside YNP, when in fact there are not 

Likewise with their depiction of the so-called “Indian connection" They mislead the 
reader into believing that tribes “across the country” stand ready and willing to take Yellowstone 
bison, and then make light of the disease factor by stating that the quarantine protocol could easily 
be made much simpler They also advocate the relocation of bison to “other public lands” without 
indicating what they have in mind. And they advocate that any quarantine facility not only noi be 
in YNP, but not even within any of the Special Management Areas, but it would be a pasture-type 
fac lity outside the immediate area--- they don't discuss how such a facility might attain federal or 
state approval, or how it would be maintained in a secure enough fashion so as to pose no risk to 
adjacent areas (or how it would be funded and staffed) 

They assert that bison “movement outside the park is a natural pr: cess” without honestly 
qualifying that statement with the fact that it is only natural on an ongoing annual basis if the 
population within YNP exceeds the carrying capacity While | agree with them regarding artificial 
feeding, they then assert that the killing of “1100 Yellowstone buffalo, from a herd of 3500, in 
just one winter” is bad management, without indicating how they might have done any better, 
given the disease, the large herd size, the tough winter that occurred, and no artificial feeding. | 
believe that the minimum herd size that they propose at 1700 would likely guarantee a need for 
outmigration in most years, because it is too high, at any rate, any minimum herd size would need 
considerable discussion in the Final EIS regarding its relationship to likely outmigration 

They assert that “there has never been a confirmed case of brucellosis transmission from 
wild buffalo to cattle,” as though it’s nothing to worry about. That's a lot like saying that there's 
never been a documented case in the wild of a rattlesnake biting a buffalo, implying that obviously 
then it's never happened and never will! They say this even though the NRC Report discusses the 
difficulty of even doing studies on wild transmission, the Report as well documents transmission 
from bison to livestock under controlled circumstances | must say that | find it ironic that the 
GYC and many other commenters talk in terms of there never having been a documented case of 
transmission in the wild, and in the next breath talk of the futility of attempting to eradicate 
brucellosis in bison because they'll just get reinfected by the elk How can these people expect 
the cattle industry to be comfortable that bison won't infect cattle, when they themselvcs believe 
that elk will infect bison? It seems more likely that the lack of transmission in the wild speaks to 
the continued success of the interim management plan, as well as the care taken by the states of 
Montana, Idaho and Wyoming, and individual livestock producers, to avoid intermingling. 

They suggest their plan would be in place for ten years, and then reviewed. They don't 
acknowledge that it would take several years to put all the pieces together, such as quarantine and 
testing facilities, federal land exchanges, conservation easements, development of “a scientifically- 
proven safe and e/Tective vaccine” found to be safe on all non-target species and administrable in a 
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non-intrusive manner, brucellosis research, winter road grooming effects research, research \o 
develop a scientifically-based minimum herd suze, change of state laws to provide for regulated 
harvests, etc 

They advocate only a voluntary, private compensation program for reimbursement for 
damages (o private property which would oaly involve fences and other permanent structures 
(not, for example, forage or crops), and would only be available io property owners who 
subscribed to the GYC's management objectives They advocate not eliminating brucellosis from 
the YNP bison herd, or any vaccinauion within YNP, or amy bison vaccination without a 
corresponding elk vaccination program On the other hand, they advocate requiring vaccination 
of all cattle in the area at private expense, even though the vaccination is only indicated because 
the public bison are disease-ndden While | believe that there are very few if any cattle in the 
immediate YNP area that are not currently vaccinated, I might add that it is my understanding thai 
in the near future it will be a matter of course for slaughter facilities to dock brucellosis- 
vaccinated carcasses significantly, which will be an additional expense to livestock owners 
resulting from publicly-owned diseased animals. 

Most importantly, they don't provide any ideas on what to do in the meantime that it 
would take to get all their pieces in order, other than to sue the NPS and the state of Montana 
regarding their activities under the interim management plan Nor do they indicate what they 
would do with bison that test positive for brucellosis, or with bison that cross out of their 
proposed Special Management Areas 

| would agree that additional research on brucellosis in bison, om vaccines for bison, on 
transmission dynamics, and on YNP bison carrying capacity would be of benefit. 

In short however, as | stated above, the “Citizens’ Plan” is a gross oversimplification of 
the issues The sponsoring environmental groups purport that it “guarantees reasonable and 
effective measures that protect private property and livestock interests.” It does not If any 
portion of it does appear in the Final EIS, | believe the areas I've discussed, among many others, 
will need to be analyzed and the analysis documented in that Final EIS 


2. “PLAN B.” The so-called Plan B alternative, presented by some environmental 
groups, is based on no killing, no capture, no slaughter, essenually no management It is therefore 
unworthy of any of your attention It is an irresponsible nonsolution 


SUMMARY 
In summary, a fina! preferred alternative simply must include brucellosis eradication as a 
long term goal, establishment of a defensible and enforceable population range (based on YNP 


available forage only), sensitivity to the political needs and public image of Montana, and 
responsible, non-intrusive approaches to private property and local economy issues. 
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STATE OF WYOMING 
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR 
JIM GERINGER STATE CAPITOL 
GOVERNOR »0, 1998 CHEYENNE, WY 62002 


Sarah Bransom, DSC-RP 

Interagency Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

PO Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 


On October 2, 1998, the Wyoming Game & Fish Department submitted their comments on 
the Interagency Bison Management Plan EIS in a letter signed by Deputy Director Steve 
Facciani. I would like to expand upon and clarify those comments. 


The State of Wyoming has several priorities relative to a Bison Management Plan. 

“RBS! vaccine is proven safe and effective on non-pregnant bison. The State of 
Wyoming believes RBS! vaccination of al) non-pregnant bison cows and calves 
must begin immediately. 

“The State of Wyoming believes any bison vaccination program in the Greater 
Yellowstone Area will be ineffective unless feed ground elk are vaccinated 
concurrently. Otherwise, they will provide a re-infection reservoir. 

*The State of Wyoming opposes any action that would usurp the authority of states to 
manage and regulate wildlife outside the current Yellowstone National Park 
boundaries. 

*The State of Wyoming opposes any road closures within Yellowstone National Park. 

*The State of Wyoming supports establishmem of herd management objectives which 
are scientifically based on Yellowstone National Park forage capacity and 
consumption by bison and other wild ungulates resident in the Park. 

*Any management action should be proportional to the risk of Brucella abortus 
transmission. 


As of late September of this year, the Yellowstone area represents the only uncontrolled 
Brucella abortus infection remaining in the United States. The disease is exotic and enzootic 
in bison in Yellowstone National Park. It has been proven that brucellosis can be eliminated 


from bison in other public and private bison herds using good management techniques. 


E-MAIL: governor @misse state wy us  #) TELEPHONE: (307) 777-7434 
WEB PAGE: www state wy us 
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Sarah Bransom 
October 30, 1998 
Page 2 


Because brucellosis is a serious catte and zoonotic disease that has potential public health 
significance, it presence in the bison and elk populations in Yellowstone National Park will have 
an adverse impact on interstate and international trade. The nationwide economic and public 
health ramifications of not eliminating brucellosis in Yellowstone National Park make it 
unconscionable for the National Park Service 10 not make every reasonable effort to eradicate the 
disease in Yellowstone's wildlife. 


The Wyoming Game & Fish Department's suggestions concerning expansion of bison winter 
habitat outside current Park boundaries were made based on the assumption that the above stated 
priorities are realized. 


The State of Wyoming believes the final EIS should contain to the technical and 
scientific comments submitted by the U.S. Animal Health Association. While that document was 
submitted separately by that organization, | have enclosed a copy for your convenience. 


I'm certain the National Park Service is as anxious as the State of Wyoming to see this issue 
resolved expeditiously, and in a manner that addresses public, livestock, and wildlife health issues 
and the protection of Yellowstone National Park's natural resources. We look forward tw the 
opportunity to review the final Interagency Bison Management Plan EIS. 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 
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For attachment see: Organization Section, 
United States Animal Health Association, 
YELL-9364 
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October 5, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service 

Attn: Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CA 80225-9901 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 
Re: Support of the Citizen's Plan for Managing Buffalo 


This letter is to express support of the Citizen's Pian for managing the buffalo of 
Yellowstone. | urge the Park Service to re-draft the EIS, incorporate the Citizen's Plan 
into the document and analyze it as a viable alternative. Not to do so renders the EIS 
vulnerable to a lawsuit. 


] personally am very much in agreement with three points made by many interested in the 
future of the Yellowstone bison: 


¢ Buffalo must be allowed to roam free on public lands adjacent to the Park up to the 
“carrying capacity” of these adjacent lands; if additional land is needed, the state and 
federal agencies should acquire additiona! winter range next to the Park. 


© As an alternative to destroying bison, excess, healthy buffalo should be moved to 
Indian reservations and other public lands. 


¢ Bison are wildlife, not livestock, and as such should be managed by wildlife 
professionals for enjoyment by the public in a wild and natural setting on public and 
tribal lunds - not by livestock officials who only serve a single, special interest. 
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Thank you for your attention to this important issue. | am a frequent visitor to 
Yellowstone Park as | travel to Wyoming yearly. | have urged many foreign visitors to 
travel there and have always found that seeing wildlife - especially bison - is the most 
memorable part of their journey. | am appalled at the State of Montana's actions in 

ing bison, especially with such a dearth of scientific evidence to support claims 
made by cattle ranchers. | have never traveled to Montana since they started this 
senseless killing. 


| look to you, the National Park Service, to protect a national treasure - Yellowstone and 
its wildlife 


Sincerely, 


ILLA COLLIN, Supervisor 


Second District 


IC;jt 
98-167 
cc: Montana Wildlife Federation 


Oral Testimony provided at the Holiday Inn, 1701 Sheridan Avenue, Cody, WY on August 27, 
1998 


Comment No. 14829 
Pete Jachoweki 
Supervisor, Cody Conservation District Board 


My name, like you said, is Pete Jachowski. I'm an elected supervisor on the Cody Conservation 
District Board. 


The Cody Conservation District, a subdivision of state government, is charged with the 
protection and enhancement of soil, water, and other natural resources in this area. 


One of the resource problems identified and being addressed by the district is rangeland 
productivity and the competition for forage between livestock and wildlife. This competition is 
primanly between the over objective elk herd numbers and the decreasing number of livestock 


Forage on summer and winter ranges is being utilized beyond the level that is best for the 
resource. This situation is not unique to the Cody area but is a regional problem. 


For this reason, the district is opposed to allowing another large herbivor. i.¢., bison on 
rangelands outside the park. 


The district also feets that the Draft EIS did not give full credit to the importance of the ranching 
community that surrounds the park. Their economic importance goes way beyond the number of 
livestock sold every year. They provide open spaces and scenic vistas on the roads that lead into 
the park and are the source of the culture of the region, which is much sought after by the tourist. 
Land and agriculture reduces cost to the county governments, and productive agriculture 
decreases the spread of rural development. The success of many ranches depends on the 
continued use of grazing permits on public lands. Therefore, the alternatives in the Draft KIS, 
calling for changes in forest permits or rearranging schedules of grazing on private lands, are 
unacceptable. 


The district believes that the bison should be managed to a level where their herd size is 
sustainable within the park and should not expect area landowners to pay for their 
mismanagement. 


Ranches in Park County and six other counties in Wyoming have been forced to test cattle for 
brucellosis since January before they can be sold. This is a result of an APHIS review of their 
class-free status due, in part, to possible contacts with park bison. This has been a financial 
burden and a major inconvenience for many producers in a period of depressed cattie prices. 


As long as the perceived threat of contact with bison exists, cattle originating from the 
Yellowstone area will continue to be discriminated against by buyers and will be discounted 
when sold at the markets. 


The ranching community has been paying for the lack of management of bison in the park. We 
feel that a total separation of bison and cattle is imperative for the survival of the industry. Thank 
you. 
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American Indian Movement - 15261, 15297; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures 


Assiniboine Tribe - 14844, 14850, 17708, 17723, 


17724, 17725, 17726, 17727, 17728, 17729, 
17730, 17731; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Humane Treatment, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Cost to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience, Visitor Use 
- Winter Road Grooming, Wildlife - Predators 
and Scavengers/Ungulates 


Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe - 15079, 15133a, 17720, 


17751, 17752, 17753, 17754, 17755, 17756, 
17758, 17759; Alternative - Adjustments to 
Interim Plan, Alternatives/Issues - Eliminated 
From Further Consideration, Alternatives/Issues 
- New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Definition of Low Risk, 
Bison - Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Vaccination, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 


Tribal Government and Tribal Organization Comment Letters 


(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations, 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Overall Visitor Use and Experience, Visitor Use 
- Winter Recreation 


Chippewa Cree Indians - 14837; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 


Colville Confederated Tribes - 6990; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - Hunting, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Vaccination - require 
vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 


Commanche Caddo - 15112; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Humane 
Treatment, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Socioeconomics - Cost to 
livestock operators 


Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the 


Flathead Nation - 9371, 17715, 17735, 17736, 
17737, 17738, 17739; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - in Other 
Wild Ungulates, Brucellosis - Transmission and 
public perception, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Citizen's Plan, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Nonmarket Values, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values, Visitor Use - Winter Road Grooming 
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Confederated Tribes of the Yakima Indian Nation - 
11029; Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Population, Bison - Special Management 
Areas, Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination 
with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Crow Tribe - 17711, 17716; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Social Values 

Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe - 194; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population - set 
an upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Brucellosis - Testing, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cattle - Change Cattle Operations 
(Public and Private), Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Visitor Use - Winter 
Road Grooming 

Fort Belknap Community Council - 15745; 
Alternatives/Issues - New 

Fort Belknap Tribal Council - 17734; Socioeconomics 
- Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Minority and Low- 
Income Populations 

Gros Ventre Tribe - 17732, 17733; Alternatives/Issues 
- New, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 
Operations, Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - in 
Yellowstone Bison Herd, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 

Ho-Chunk Nation - 17717; Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values 

Indian Counseling Center - 9757; Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status 
and Distribution, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination 
- require vaccination with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Indian Summer Festivals Inc. - 9877; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 


Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

InterTribal Bison Cooperative - 14484, 14838, 
15189a, 15240, 15271, 15290, 17712, 17714; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Definition of Low Risk, Bison - Distribution 
(Carcasses), Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - 
Effects on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, 
Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - 
Property Damage, Bison - Public Grazing 
Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Special Management Areas - proposed 
bound .ries, Bison - Vaccination, Brucellosis - 
Testing, Brucellosis -Risk Management, Cattle - 
Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Ciuzen's Plan, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), Visitor Use - 
Winter Recreation, Visitor Use - Winter Road 
Grooming 

Lower Brule Community College - 11453, 12050; 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS|1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 

Lower Brule Sioux Tribe - 9107, 9108; Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison - Vaccination, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range 

Lower Sioux Indian Community - 15811; Citizen's 
Plan, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures 

Minnesota Chippewa Tribe - 10349; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Speciai 
Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination - 
require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Land Acquisitions / Easements or 
winter range, Legal and Policy Mandates 
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Tribal Government and Tribal Organizations 


(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values 


Minnesota State, Indian Affairs Council - 10031; 


Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Population, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Citizen's Plan, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range 


Montana Tribal Fish and Wildlife Commission - 


15363; Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Hunting, Bison - Population, 
Bison - Public Grazing Allotments - modify, 
Bison - Quarantine Operations, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison Herd, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free Status, Citizen's 
Plan, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ Cultural 
Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ Historic 
Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - Cost 
to livestock operators, Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Visitor Use - 
Winter Road Grooming 


Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee - 1 1409a; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Distribution 
(Live), Bison - Population, Bison - Population - 
set an upper and lower population level, Bison - 
Public Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Bison - Special 
Management Areas, Bison - Vaccination, 
Brucellosis - in Other Wild Ungulates, 
Brucellosis - Testing, Brucellosis - Transmission 
and public perception, Brucellosis -Risk 
Management, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination 
with RBS51, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Land 
Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, Legal 
and Policy Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost Impacts 
(includes financial impacts), Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations, Visitor 
Use - Winter Road Grooming, Visual Resources 
- Landscapes and Viewsheds 


Northern Arapaho Tribe - 17722; Bison - Distribution 


(Live) 


Northern Cheyenne Tribe - 14839, 14852, 15667; 


Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on 
Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Ranching, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 


Oglala Lakota College - 14408, 15384; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Bison - Special Management Areas, 
Bison Ecology, Cattle - Change Cattle 
Operations (Public and Private), Cattle - 
Vaccination - require vaccination with RBS1, 
Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Land Acquisitions / 
Easements or winter range, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Social Values, Vegetation - 
Vegetative Communities 


Oglala Sioux Tribe - 4018, 15258, 17757; 


Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison Ecology, 
Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Minority and Low-Income Populations 


Prairie Band of Potawatomi Nation - 17710; Cultural 


Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority), Socioeconomics - Benefit and Cost 
Impacts (includes financial impacts), 
Socioeconomics - Nonmarket Values 


Prairie Island Tribal Council - 15812; Bison - 


Distribution (Live), Bison - Population, Bison - 
Special Management Areas, Cattle - Vaccination 
- require vaccination with RBS1, Citizen's Plan, 
Land Acquisitions / Easements or winter range, 
Legal and Policy Mandates (management 
authority) 


Pueblo of Pojoaque - 5730; Bison - 


Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Effects on Free- 
Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Quarantine Operations, Brucellosis - 


745 


COMMENTS 


Transmission and public perception, Citizen's 
Plan 

Rosebud Sioux Tribe - 17721; Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority) 

Saginaw Chippewa Tribe - 15090; Cultural Resources 
- Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures 

Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux Community - 8827; 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Effects on Free-Ranging Status and 
Distribution, Cattle - Brucellosis Class-Free 
Status, Citizen's Plan 

Shoshone-Bannock Tribes - 14775, 17740, 17741, 
17742, 17743, 17744, 17745, 17746, 17747, 
17748, 17749, 17750; Alternatives/Issues - New, 
Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Bison - Distribution (Carcasses), Bison - Effects 
on Free-Ranging Status and Distribution, Bison - 
Hunting, Bison - Population, Bison - Public 
Grazing Allotments - modify, Bison - Special 
Management Areas - authority to manage, Bison 
Ecology, Brucellosis - in Yellowstone Bison 
Herd, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Brucellosis -Risk Management, 
Cattle - Vaccination - require vaccination with 
RBS1, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority), Socioeconomics - 
Benefit and Cost Impacts (includes financial 
impacts), Socioeconomics - Minority and Low- 
Income Populations, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values 

Sisseton Wahpeton Sioux Tribe - 17713; 
Alternatives/Issues - Eliminated From Further 
Consideration, Bison - Capture/Test/Slaughter 


Operations, Bison - Quarantine Operations, Legal and 
Policy Mandates (management authority) 

Thunder Nation - 15280; Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, 
Socioeconomics - Social Values 

United Sioux Tribes - 17719; Alternatives/Issues - 
New, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Legal and Policy Mandates 
(management authority) 

United Tribes Technical College - 14455; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Citizen's Plan 

Upper Sioux Community - 14701; Alternative - 
Adjustments to Interim Plan, Brucellosis - 
Transmission and public perception, Cultural 
Resources - Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ 
Ethnographic Resources/ Historic Structures 

Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska - 14563, 17709; 
Alternatives/Issues - New, Bison - 
Capture/Test/Slaughter Operations, Bison - 
Distribution (Live), Bison - Quarantine 
Operations, Brucellosis - in Other Wild 
Ungulates, Citizen's Plan, Cultural Resources - 
Archeology/ Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic 
Resources/ Historic Structures, Legal and Policy 
Mandates (management authority), 
Socioeconomics - Minority and Low-Income 
Populations, Socioeconomics - Social Values 

Yankton Sioux Tribe - 15846, 17718; Alternative - 
Adjustments to Interim Plan, Alternatives/Issues 
- New, Brucellosis - Transmission and public 
perception, Cultural Resources - Archeology/ 
Cultural Landscapes/ Ethnographic Resources/ 
Historic Structures, Socioeconomics - Social 
Values 


746 


Lvl 


Oral Testimony provided at the Thunderbird Hotel, 220! East 78° Street, Bloomington, Minnesota 
on October 6, 1998. 


Comment No. 15261 
Waban laini Veracn Bellecoart 
American Indian Movement | 


a 


(Native tongue spoken.) Vernon Belleccurt is my missionary name. (Native tongue spoken.) 


| first want to thank the Interagency Bisco Management Plan for holding these hearings here in the 
area of the Honashanabi, the Hochung, the Lakota and many other nations of people who have 
come here into what is called the Twin Cities. A special thanks to the InterTribal Bison 
Cooperative, Mark Heckert, who through his work alerted many of us that this was going to be, this 
very, very important gathering was goin; to be taking place here. | want to pay special recognition 
to my dear brother, Larry Cloud Morgan, who as many of us know, is one of our finest 
ambassadors, and wherever he has gone throughout the world, he has represented us with dignity 
and with integrity. We are very happy t see Larry still on the frontline. 


Special congratulations to the young men and women of all races who came here, with the 
American Indian movement singers and the drum, because it is the young people that are carrying 
on the spiritual and cultural traditions that are, in fact, the foundation of our various nations called 
“injuns” by the colonial pirate, Christopher Columbus, who stumbied upon our shores 506 years 
ago. 


Previous to that, the great spirit, Getchi Manidue (phonetic), put us on this sacred land as the 
safekeepers of this sacred land to live in balance and respect with all life, and we did that from time 
in memorial unti) that day 506 years ago. and later at Plymouth Rock, when a virus penetrated our 
sacred lands and our people. They broug xt themselves into the natural habitat of the original and 
natural people of this land. They themselves fleeing the countries of their origins from brutal 
corrupted political and economic system, religious intolerance. They came to the so-called New 
World, which wasn't new at all. It had been here since time in memorial, occupied by great and 
distinct civilizations of people. And bringing themselves and their virus into the natural habitat of 
the original people, they set out to do the terrible crime of genocide, more so a crime of ethnicide, 
where they tried to destroy our tree of lif:, which is rooted deep from within Mother Earth through 
our spiritual, social, economic, political «nd philosophical roots. For a tree of any nation to be 
powerful, those roots must be deeply rooted within Mother Earth. Crimes of genocide, ethnicide to 
try to obliterate us is the very same thing that they have done to all of the other living brothers and 
sisters. 


They come into the natural habitat of the buffalo with their cattle and their sheep, they come into 
the natural habitat of the wolf, the eagle, and like they killed the Indian, they turn around and kil! 
the wolf, the buffalo, the eagie, the cougur, so that they can promote, perpetuate their so-called 
economic system. 


In the Boundary Waters Canoe Area, where the last remaining wolves prosper, they are now talking 
about going out and thinning out the wolves. When what we should be doing is going to 


Yellowstone and going to the Boundary Waters Canoe Area and start thinning out some of these 

settlers, sending them back to the hills of Georgia and Kentucky, from where they came. These are 
the same idiots that move out to the airport and then complain about the noise. So, our answer to 

the problem is start thinning out some of these settlers outside of Yellowstone. Resettle them back 
into the hills of Georgia, where they poll uted the environment anyhow. Resettle then back into the 
hills of Kentucky. That is our response (> a management plan that will work. Get their cattle, get 
their sheep and get themselves out of the natural habitat of the wolf, the buffalo and the eagle, and 
allow them to prosper. Because if they are destroyed, who is going to be next. That is the position 
of the American Indian movement. And in whose veins the blood of our great warriors still flows. 
And the young people that we see here t-day must take on this task and let's see that the eagle, the 
wolf and the buffalo prevail over these settlers and these squatters. 


You know, there was a time when they came, they used to multiply quite rapidly; they had twins, 
they had triplets. Now, with these potency drugs, they are having whole litters. This is the 
problem, over population. We aren't the one that is over populating the land and destroying the 
natural environment of these great spirits that we are talking about today. Me-gwitch. 
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Oral Testimony provided at the Thundervird Hotel, 220! East 78" Street, Bloomington, Minnesota 
on October 6, 1998. 


(Native tongue spoken.) | am speaking on behalf of the American Indian Movement, so | hope 
everybody is sensitive to the movement, 10w we speak. What | am specifically taiking about here 
is a way of life. That our sacred bison, o # buffalo, are our relatives. The common bond of the 
relationship of the feur-legged and the two-legged. Our sustenance, the spiritual great gift from the 
c7eator that no man can ever break or kil). Because the covenant with our creator, our bison and 
buffhlo are with the people, our family. 


] would like to touch on Caul Pouley (phonetic). |i 1s an organization that is a movement to bring 
back the old ways and to bring back the tison and the buffalo. And what | have to say to those that 
are slaughtering, that they don't have the right to try to genocide us again. It didn't work the first 
time, 80 don't even go there again. This |:ind of behavior will not be tolerated ever again. Listen, 
and give it up. Me-gwitch. 


Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Center, Billings, 
Montana on August 25, 1998 


Cousment No. 14644 
Michaci Hleck Wolf 
Assiniboine Nattoms 


Good afternoon. Thank you for allowing me to speak today My name is Michael Black Wolf. I'm a 
member of the Assiniboine Nations in Fort Belknap, Montana. And |, too, am a one-millionth 
generation. As a matter of fact, my family was in Montana before there was a Montana. 


First and foremost, | would like to make my point clear that | do not support any one of the seven 
alternatives, because al] include shooting of bison, regardiess of their testing seropositive or 
seronegative for brucellosis, once they leave the park boundaries. And, also, bison are not cattle. 
You cannot manage bison as cattle. They are two totally different species. Once again, to make this 
clear, bison are not cattle. The plans that are in the EIS, from my perspective, do no justice at all for 
the bison. 


When | am done voicing my opinion, | would like to submit as an alternative number 8, which was 
drafted by the Fort Belknap Natural Resiurces Planning Department and fully endorsed by the Fort 
Belknap Community Council. 

If there is no consideration for this alternative 8, which | will be submitting, | would like to voice 
my opinion for the people's plan. And it: the seven-point solution by the InterTribal Bison 
Cooperative and the National Wildlife Federation. 


And if you would like a copy or more information on this alternative from the Fort Belknap 
Community Council, you can call Delmar Bigbee at (406) 353-2205, extension 423. Thank you. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holiday inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Center, Billings, 
Montana on August 25, 1998 


Comment No. 14850 

Mile Fox 
President, later Tribal Bison Cooperative 
Fish and Wildlife Director, Fort Belks ap 
Assiniboine Tribe 


My name is Mike Fox. I'm the Fish and Wildlife Director for Fort Belknap, and | also manage « 
herd of 400 head of buffalo for Fort Bell nap for the past seven years, 80 | know a little bit about 
how the critters operate. 


And so | know that at some point in time you're going to have some surplus animals coming out of 
the park and needing to be relocated or s wnething to be done with them, because that's just the 
nature of the animal. They survive in the harsh winters and they reproduce readily. So that's where 
the State of Montana and the Park Service is going to have to come off with a center somewhere 
and meet in the middie. And the Park Se -vice's stance that that's a natural system down there just 
isn't wue. Lf you want a natural system, you would have to capture, quarantine, and relocate the 
Indians back inso the park. And that goes the same with the State of Montana. You need to come 
somewhere to the center to allow the minimum tolerance of those animals in the periphery of the 
park. 


I'm also president of the InterTribal Bison Cooperative. We have brought the idea of a quarantine to 
the table. And when we first brought it t the table, oh, five or six years ago, people said that's 
unworkable. And now we see it incorporated into a lot of the plans. But what we don't want is a 
smal! feediot-type operation for quarantixe. We're talking about four or five thousand acres where 
you would have ready access to those an mals for periodic testing, but they won't be standing ankle 
deep in their own waste. So that's basically what we bring to the table. And we're not stuck on the 
idea of it being on an Indian reservation, just somewhere where the animals are basically treated 
with respect, and that's all that we're asking. Thank you. 


Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting held at Yellowstone National Park, WY on August 
12, 1998 


Comment No. 17708 
Delmar “Poacho” Bigby 
Assiniboine Tribe 


Who represents the State of Montana? | that the Governor or the Department of Livestock? 


But they are one step above us in this pnocess. The livestock industry and the State of Montana are 
a part of the decision making process, where Indian Tribes are not. All we can do is consult. That 
does not mean that our concerns, our desires are options or actually a part of the decision making 
process because the decision-makers are anti-Indian, anti-Native American. 


And the elk are not tested? 


In reference to that portion of page 300, it is practically impossible for any tribal government to 
address that first paragraph. 


Buffalo came to Fort Belknap in 1975. ‘With more sweat lodges and people carrying pipes than 
prior to 1975, it is okay to be Indian. 


Plains Tribes totally depended upon the suffalo for our economy. As an act of war, non-Indians 

selling buffalo hides, and non-Indians selling buffalo tongues as a delicacy That was just a small 
part of it. They were killing buffalo to destroy the Indian way of life and the Indian economy so 
they could control. 


Because you are not truly taking into acc ount the words that are being presented to you from the 
Indian people. 


Because it is their right, their way. Just ike it was for me. Like the buffalo changed my life and 
that it is okay for me to be Indian. 


By slaughtering the buffalo, by sending them to Gardiner, Montana to a private enterprise to 
butcher, cut into meat and sell to cafes and grocery stores as a delicacy. This is the same thing that 
the Army did that you referred to when they sold the buffalo robe and they sold the tongue. They 
denied that meat and that spirituality to Indian people and that is exactly what you are doing now. It 
is history repeating itself. 


There are two ways to take a buffalo. Ore is like the State of Montana. Go out and give them a big 
rifle and let them shoot like on the firing line. We done that, we have learned from our mistakes, 
but the State of Montana hasn't. The other way is to take buffalo, is to take it spiritually. 


That is why Mike (Fox) it was hard for him to make the decision and recommendations to the 
council that we not participate in coming and collecting the carcasses as we had in the past. 
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17708 contd. 


Because it was being done wrong, you were missing the connection and ail throughout ths there is 
no conpection. You are treating them ju: | like a cow. 


Any live or dead buffalo being made aviilable to Indian Tribes at their direction. Preferably Tribes 
would be afforded the opportunity to ha vest the buffalo in the proper manne 

This large system that took place in the «lays of the buffalo, the days of their forefathers that the 
area may have resources that another tribe needs and they borrow. So indirectly, every tribe to my 
knowledge would have a link to Yellow:tone National Park and its resources. 


What kind of numbers are we talking about, what percent of land would the buffalo occupy as 
compared to the elk? Or if you can pull the number out of the ait for APHIS. Then you compare 
that with the numbers of livestock that have potential contact. Somebody is blowing smoke 
someplace. 


It appears that the big drums the State of Montana and APHIS are beating is a concern about 
brucellosis, but they're not concerned ab ut brucellosis in elk which is the same disease. You are 
sacrificing buffalo for elk; you are getting on the same train as State of Montana and AHPIS. You 
are not, in my opinion, raising a proper « efense for buffalo. If it is as you stated to me, that you 
hope that our minds are on the same roal, which is to save and preserve the buffalo you would 
emphasize more that brucellosis is just a bigger problem in elk. 


Just some follow up questions on the facility. It's my understanding then that the State of Montana 
auctioned off the meat of the buffalo. So it is correct then thai the State of Montana, auctioned off 
these carcasses to put it out on retail to cafes, restaurants. How were they able to gci past the USDA 
inspection standards? 


Throughout the discussion with the van us alternatives and what not, they referred to lumiting 
raising livestock on federal land and hav: different seasons for buffalo. How does an individual 
secure the right to graze livestock, on in this particular case, Forest Service land. What is the cost 
per AUM? It appears that there is no rea) analysis associated with this Forest Service land and this 
public land. 


It appears again, throughout the discussion here, private enterprise is for the privileged few and is 
taking precedence over the most public resource. 


Excerpts from the Fort Belknap Tribal ( ouncil meeting held ai Fort Belknap, Montana on 
September 10, 1998 


First of all I'd like to thank Barbara for 1 vaking the suggestion that you come and do a face-to-face 
with the Tribes. | beheve as a governmenit-to-government entity we should do that. So often we are 
usually given comments and asked to co nment after the fact. Never has our input been asked for 
prior to the drafting of any kind of docurrents. And a lot of times that creates, right off the bat, 
problems because we are never included to start with | just wanted to make that point for the 
record. 


] guess whai | could say, and | speak ger erally, is that | think there's been comments made this 
moming about the buffalo being sacred to the Indian people. We all feel that, We have those same 
sentiments. That's a genera) statement that will apply to all of us. We all have different experiences 
and concerns. | guess based on how som: of us were raised traditional and others of us weren'!. But 
still as you can sec from looking around the chambers the buffalo is symbolized in this room So 
it's not something that we are just puttin; on a show, it's been here before and it's real to the 
Tribes 
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Excerpts from the Fort Belknap Tribal ( ounci! meeting held at Fort Belknap, Montana on 
September 10, 1998. 


Comment No. 17724 
Delmar “Poache” Bigby 
Assiniboine Tribe 


Delete any reference of slaughter, shooting, hunting, agency personne! would shoot and insert 
Invite Tribes to harvest those bufTalo which we determine high risk in a manner suitable and 
respectful of the relationship between th: buffalo and Indian peoples. |1 leaves the administering 
ageacy the opportunity to take an anima down should it pose a threat to individuals, property or 
livestock. 


One of the biggest concerns that were ra sed throughout this last year and a half was the manner in 
which the buffalo were taken down. Th: very disturbing fact that it was okay for Indian people to 
be invited down to participate in the butchering and slaughtering of buffalo for whch they faced a 
very real danger of transmittal of brucellosis in humans. What is it called the undulant fever. But 
the non-Indians were protected by the bi {Talo being transported to a slaughter facilines where they 
were able to skin, butcher and cut it up under very controlled environmem. Where it was okay for 
the Indians to do it in the wild. | find that repugnant as a part of the National Park Service and the 
State of Montana jeopardizing Indian pe »ple, but protecting non-Indians. 


It's my recommendation that seronegative tested buffalo be quarantined, go through a quarantine 
process. Our proposed quarantine facility is way down here Geographically separated by 

i 25 miles is where our proposed quarantine facility for seronegative buffalo from the 
Greater Yellowstone ecosystem. 


Our own reservation is dependent upon ugriculture for our economics. We don't want to do 
anything that would jeopardize that industry So what | propose as an alternative is that throughout 
the Greater Yellowstone area there be cr :ated a buffer zone within the states of Montana, Wyoming 
and Idaho. It's only those livestock witt in that geographic area that stand a potential of coming in 
contact with possible bison and brucello iis. 


Or is there a process that these private herds go through to obtain a brucellosis -free certification? 
Because buffalo and bison are becoming increasing economic opportunity throughout the United 
States. Witness the fact that they have their own agency. What's the North American Co-op or 
something like? It is a major economic ‘hing. The concern about brucellosis should also be 
concemed about those producers that ar neighbors to those private herds. 


Throughout the EIS brucellosis is a concern. I'd like to emphasize my concern also that the 
Yellowstone bison be certified brucellosis-free Which would be impossible until such time as the 
elk are also certified brucellosis-free. So | think that should be a part of this process-—- a non-issue. 
It’s @ concern, but it should not be a maj r focal issue. That the buffalo itself should be the issue not 
brucellosis. Because brocellosis, until it's cleaned up in the elk, will always be in that environment. 
| think it’s a disservice and you're fooling people You're fooling us, you're fooling other members 
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of the general public if eradication of bricellosis is still a primary focal point of the EIS. It's a 
major concern, | agree. But it should not be the issue. 
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Excerpts from the Fort Belknap Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Belknap, Montana on 
September 10, 1998. 


Comment No. 17725 

Michael Fox 

President, [nterTribal Bison Cooperaive 
Fish and Wiildiife Director, Fort Belkiap 
Assiniboine Tribe 


1 guess I'd like to reemphasize the fact that we do share a lot of things in common with the National 
Park. Trying to preserve a wild and free herd down there. But also keep in mind at some point 
there are going to be some surplus animids. We've got to make plans on how to deal with them. 
Like our herd out here, | know at some ¢ oint we are going to have to do something with the surplus 
animals, or get more land, which would ¢ nice. 


So | guess that's one thing we have to keep in mind. Until the State of Montana develops 
something else other than a zero toleran e policy or something outside the Park, then I'd like to see 
the Park help us take care of the buffalo within the boundaries. And if that means capture and 
transport out to a quarantine area that’s ;robably what we are going to have to do. 


A lot of times we have heard a lot of the comments from the Park Service about that being an actual 
system. Like | said before, Indians were part of the system before it was a park and after it was a 
park for that matter. So it only makes co:nmow sense that Tribes be a part of the solution now, even 
if that means being fairly intrusive in the Park. And as far as management goes, as little 
management as possible on the buffalo i: the best. 


And the concept of the quarantine facilit, is more a free-roaming facility than it is a stockyard type 
operation. 


And | guess, again, going back to the Stete of Montana just has a total lack of respect for the 
animals. That's, again, where we ask you to help us delay other than zero tolerance on state land. 


Transport to reservations for quarantine :.nd working on government relations with the Tribes. 


Each year we transport | 50 to 200 bison out of the national parks and wildlife refuges. This year we 
are transporting 136 to, | think, it’s 11 different Tribes. So we have the experience. We know how 
to do it. Montana's excuse of, it's too dangerous to transport them on highways, at the sarne time 
they are saying that they were transporting discased animals to slaughter over the same highways. 
And we are talking about transporting cl:an animals over those highways. 


In the summary in the draft ElS, page 47, it talks about the impact on associated Tribes for minority 
and low-income populations. It continue: to give you figures on $19,500 worth of bison meat 
donated on average per year. Minor beneficial impact. And then it goes on to say that some bison, 
donated live, would be slightly higher. Fut they don’t look at the long-term of live donation of 
bison to the Tribes. These animals have valves well into their 30s and some has been documented 
into their 40s. So you are looking at the whole generation of people that it will impact and their 


descendents. The buffalo descendents will continue to provide to Indian Tribes so they really can’t 
put a dollar value on it throughout a lifetime especially if we are talking live. That’s why we keep 
coming back to the issue of bringing live animals out there to benefit the Tribes. 
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Excerpts from the Fort Belknap Tribal ( ouncil meeting held at Fort Belknap, Montana on 
September 10, 1998. 


Culturally the buffalo have always been the life of the Plains Indian. We have been called the 
buffalo people. Its importance to us is our life. I'm sure you all read the history books and stuff and 
everything on how it provided life and substance to the Tribes both religiously and physically. And 
times when the buffalo left us whenever desegregated and taken away from the Indian people. 
Indian people still held them dear to thei: hearts. 


We are lucky that we too have a buffalo herd here. We utilize them for ceremonies, ceremonial 
feeds, and power feeds. Also buffalo in ‘/ellowstone is real sacred to our hearts because some of 
the buffalo may have originated from there that we have in our herds. So the hot springs and 
Yellowstone Hot Springs plays a close tic with the Assiniboine tribe here. They have always gone 
down there. Of course, they went throug) enemy country and stuff. So it wasn't a real, everyday 
trip. They had to sneak down there. They utilized it down there. A lot of times they brought back 
some of the volcanic glass that obsidian, whatever they call it for arrow heads and what have you. 
So we have close ties with Yellowstone ark area. 


I know modern Indians. What I would cz 1] the modern Indians from the ‘30s and ‘40s onto present 
time they have always gone to hot springs and brought back barrels of hot water, brought back jars 
of it and kept it. Used it to make their medicines, mixed their herbs in when people were sick. So 
the Hot Springs played a large part of our role for us. 


I would like to see ali Indian Tribes to b«: available to these parts of the buffalo. You know 
especially the ceremonial parts or make ivailable. Maybe if you do have hunting you can limit 
some to some specific Tribes. So that’s if the other Tribes can be made part of the hunting issue or 
if maybe they can get a permit for so may buffalo for their cultural societies. You know, that 
would play a good roll and good public relations with Native Americans. 


1 would also like to make a comment on brucellosis. | am a stockman myself you know. I'm 
worried about brucellosis, but it seems that NAFTA just opened the borders up here and they're 
letting Canadian cattle come right down in here without any brucellosis test 


Also I'd like to emphasize that the buffalo is probably equal or more so than the eagle to the Indian 
people now. Talk about the eagle and everybody thinks that’s Native American. Buffalo was taken 
away from us for a while there. There was a spell in between there we didn’t have it. A lot of Tribes 
don’t have it to this day. Buffalo people, buffalo in all our aspects of life it touches us one way or 
another. Whether we are culturally raisec| that way, traditional raised or just Caucasian raised, you 
know. Native Americans are quite a cross-section of society. 
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I don’t see much private land that surrounds the park. A jot of it is federal land. There is BIA and 
Forest Service. Some of the towns have private land there, but I'd be very much in favor of well, I 
don’t know what the price of grass is, ain't very much for federal ranchers. And ranchers that ranch 
on federal land have a privilege, you know. A lot of guys are paying $15, $16, $20 bucks for land 
for them acres. | ain’t too certain, but ] would like, so it wouldn't cost very much, for someone to 
lease that land and provide a winter grouads for them, additional winter grounds. 


I know that buffalo utilized the groomed snowmobile roads to travel in and out of the park. They 
could put some barricrs along the way on some of them or open a new road for them, a new path 
for them to travel to the wintering grounis. 


As | say | have no problem hunting them provided that there's maybe some 10 percent of the tags 
are made available to Native Americans, you know, and not so much Montana Tribes. But 
Montana tribe are lucky, a lot of them have their own buffalo herds. 


1 go to Yellowstone quite a bit myself. | hink | was down there this year in July. | only seen 
buffalo down there and a few water fowl. | didn’t get to see any other animals. But one incident that 
touched me came to me. There was one buffalo going down the highway with Winnebago and 
campers and trailers just following it and people running behind it taking photographs. And we 
somehow got way ahead of them and pulled off there at a turnout and made some sandwiches and 
off the edge there and comes back and diags me down there and finds a buffalo wallow. So he 
wants to know what this is, you know, “It’s a buffalo bed,” | told him. He lays down in it, rolls 
around in it. We go back up and here cor1es the buffalo. So we just sit there and wait and sure 
enough the buffalo goes right to that wal ow and lays down. And you see his head peeking out. My 
little son was real happy, you know. He :ays, | have a brother now,” he says, “We shared the same 
bed.” That might not mean too much to enybody, but it was a special moment to me with my son 
and Creator for making that happen. Probably remember that unti! we are gone, you know. That's a 
little something that was very special an’ it happened to my son and myself. These things can 
happen to native peoples. Something like that is a good sign to us. 


So you got to keep your buffalo there. You're going to have to come to a compromise and do it as 
culturally and humane as possibie. 


I’m glad that you're meeting with Fort Belknap Tribes here, Sovereign Nation, you know. There’s 
just as much clout, | don’t want to go back to clout, but by God we are just as equal to the State of 
Montana in some ways. 


So the Park is utilized by Native Americus quite a lot wo. 
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Excerpts from the Fort Belknap Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Belknap, Moniana on 
September 10, | 998. 


Last year, | worked for Americore. We were invited down to butcher and gut the buffalo that was 
shot in one area. | don’! know the place where it was, but when we got there we stopped at that 
check point station where they said. They gave us rubber gloves. They told us, basically, that if we 
cut ourselves we don't know if we are gc ing to get brucellosis, or whatever that is. 


Older ones, when they found out | was ging down, they come to me and told me what they 
wanted. And it was hard to leave all of that stuff there that | couldn't get. When | just seen them 
laying there | was looking around and thi: way | was taught and the way | showed that we had 
ceremonies. | felt like a part of me died wut there. 


| did a research paper in 1993 for college on a buffalo, with the reintroduction of buffalo amongst 
tribal reservations. There has been a 30 percent increase of the population amongst Indian Tribes 
when the buffalo was reintroduced to them. Part of that study and rurvey was done through the 
ImerTribal Bison Co-op. 


But a lot of times if you look at what anisnal has more contact with the cows, when you talk about 
brucellosis, it’s your elk. They have a big ger migration area than the buffalo. So my question to the 
department of parks is why isn’! the elk tested the same as the buffalo? 


To me, | see it as a racial issue because you go after something that belongs to, and is very much a 
part of, the Indian people. Yet the majority of the people, the uproars about these buffalo, or bison, 
whatever you want to call them, to me | see it more of a racial issue than anything else. 


Why are the cattle ranchers or those who own livestock, why aren't they complaining about the 
elk? 

So to me I see it, what is really the under!ying issue here deals with the bison migrating as a natural 
part of their makeup. 

But one thing that I'd really like to strongly emphasize when those buffalo and bison, whatever you 


want to call them, were introduced to these Tribes they might still have that. You will understand 
why sometimes, how it affects our people, especially me. 


Excerpts from the Fort Belknap Tribal Council meeting held ai Fort Belknap, Montana on 
September 10, 1998. 


Comment No. 17728 

George Shicids 

Fort Belknap Tourism and Buffalo Chaser Seciety 
Assiniboine Tribe 


I think if these Tribes on the Northern P|ains here, if they have any culture at all, | think it would be 
a buffalo culture because everything stems around it. 


We just have a few of them and we are trying to preserve them. What little we have left. | know it's 
not up to me, but if it was we'd just take all the buffalo back, period. | think they belong to the 
Indians anyway. 


A venture in managing the buffalo in Yellowstone or if they can be part of management. If the 
Tribes have a joint venture in managing the buffalo in Yellowstone let them handle all that since 
it’s a federal funded park. 
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from the Fort Belknap Tribal ( ouncil meeting held at Fort Belknap, Montana on 
September 10, 1998. 


We have to remember what almost led w) the demise of the buffalo in the late 1800s. | think the 
reason that still holds true today with soine agency, was money | think that we need to be aware of 
that and understand 11. 


| think the other thing, when we talk about education is that we have to educate the federal agencies 
and the state agencies to the Native Americans’ belief in the buffalo and the system surrounding the 
buffalo. | think that people need to know and understand cach tribe's individual outlook towards 
the buffalo. And the need that existed in the | 800s when they were almost completely slaughtered 
out, that need still exists today. | think that the various agencies that are involved in this need to be 
educated in the cultural, historical and religious aspects of cach tribe's individual outlook towards 
the buffalo. 


| guess what I'm trying to say is that there should be more respect shown to things for Mother 
Nature in that regard. | think the agencies involved need to situate themselves as to thai need and 
respect each tribe's individual outlook to ward that. 


Excerpts from the For Belknap Tribal ( ouncil meeting held at Fort Belknap, Montana on 
September 1/0, 1998. 


The Indian way, there was respect for al animals, the earth, everything, even the rocks had life in 
them. The buffalo has been big part of the Indian way of life from the beginning and still remains 
that way. And with the problem we hav: in Yellowstone Park, it's not just the bison; there's « 
problem. Any time you get a large concentration of animals and put natural barriers up you're 
going to have problems. 


There are various plans. | am aware of a\l the plans that different agencies have been proposing to 
address the buffalo issue, brucellosis issse. Personally | think | kind of agree with our proposal here 
that Mike and Delmar wrote because the tribe was never involved with the beginning proposals. 


As far as the buffalo being killed and st: ff there's certain things that tribal, Indian people, do prior 
to taking an animal and these things should be followed, | guess, if the Indian people are involved 
in this. 


| have been an advocate. | thought the P:wk Service should make it a priority to make the 
Yellowstone bison herd brucellosis-free. 


| believe that, along on another note, various Tribes fall in line dependant on the buffalo and some 
Tribes have been left out. 


The federal government has pretty much left the comments of Native Americans and tribal 
governments and just left them out of the picture and made the plans. And after the plans were ail 
drafted and signed off, then Native Americans were contacted later. And it kind of gives an, | 
guess, it gives us a left-out feeling, you Inow, it's uneventful thing and hopefully this thing will not 
happen anymore. 


Buffalo are important to Fort Belknap people here, Assiniboine and Gros Ventre. We even have 
societies that's named after the buffalo.) believe there's always been a place and there always will 
be a place for them in our society. 


Your education part of our state people, federal people, livestock cooperatives needs to be done. It 
should always stay a priority because | think what got us in trouble is not educating the people. | 
guess ignorance is our own worst enemy. It starts rumors and causes a lot of damage and seems like 
our bison were caught right in the middl: of these uneventful things that happened. 


] guess one of our protocol that we shou! d follow is making sure safeguarding brucellosis-free 
status of the Yellowstone bison herd. Acd we can utilize, you know, not all the buffalo in reality, 
but a great portion of them. | think this t rucellosis thing got al] blown out of proportion. 
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| support the project. Something | would like to see, but | don't think the bill should fall on our 
laps. The Park Service or whoever shoul J foot the bill on making the bison brucellosis free. 


Excerpts from the Fort Belknap Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Belknap, Montana on 
September 10, 1998. 

Comment No. 17731 

Randy Wing 

Assimiboine I ribe 


All I got to say is | would like to see the buffalo come back to the reservation. 


These culture ways are really coming alive now. Our culture is coming back. The buffalo is really 
powerful to the people, really sacred. The animal is really sacred. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holiday .nn South, 340] South Interstate Hwy 35, Austin, TX on 
September 29, 1998 


I'm a member of the Cheyenne River Sic ux tribe in South Dakota, and I'm also my tribe's 
representative to another group called th: InterTribal Bison Cooperative, which consists of member 
Tribes throughout the nation. And our primary purpose in this Cooperative was to reestablish 
buffalo back onto Indian lands in recognition of the need for our own survival as a people. 


And I'd like to say today that an environmental impact statement that's been ongoing for ai least the 
last eight years has been a failure of the government agencies that are involved, the State of 
Montana to live up to their responsi bilitiss to the American people. An environmental impact 
statement by its nature is to address the concerns of those people that are being impacted by 
whatever the issue is at stake, and in this case, it's the buffalo in Yellowstone National Park. 


So for the last eight years, our tribal people have been trying to participate in this process, bul we've 
been constantly told this is not an impact on Indian people We only include the people that are 
being impacted, which is APHIS, the National Forest Service, the State of Montana, and the 
National Park Service. There's only fou: agencies being represented there. We asked for a place, a 
seat at that table to have a tribal representative there, and we've been consistently told there's no 
impact. 


But our ancestors and our elders tell us differently. There is no way to separate Indian people and 
buffalo. There's a spiritual relationship that's existed there for thousands and thousands of years. 
You cannot make that separation. That's totally impossible. So when these buffalo were annihilated 
and almost brought to extinction in the lest century, it was like a holocaust to Indian people, and it 
had a very detrimental imnpact on their Tribes, and we're still suffering from that impact today. 


And so, again, when they say there's no environmental impact on Indian people, you know we take 
exception to that. We took exception to i! then; we take exception to it now. And just as we start to 
succeed a little bit, restore a few buffalo, then the killing starts again. It could be coincidence, but 
Our expenence suggests that maybe not 


We've also been told that the InterTribal Bison Cooperative does not represent these individual 
Tribes, so as a cooperative group, we couldn't represent these individual Tribes. 


It's important to understand not only by these government agencies, but also by the public itself that 
we formulated this cooperative effort so hat we could speak as one because we recognize that these 
buffalo are 2 symbol of our strength and sur unity. So we got together by tribal council resolution, 
and each tribal council selected a person such as myself from my tribe to represent our tribe, to 
have the authority to speak for that tribe, but yet we still get turned away. 
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And then recently they said, well, we have io have a deal with the Tribes of government-to- 
government relationship. So that's been one of the flaws. Bus the same kind of thing. When you 
destroy something like these buffalo, it destroys us. Each time one of these buffalo is killed, part of 
us is killed, also. That's how deep that relationship goes. 


And I'm sad to say that since the American situation has taken on the way it has in the last hundred 
years, this has become other people's country now, too. It's not just us anymore, it's not just the 
buffalo, and it's all you people too, the public. Because if these buffalo can't survive with the 
integnity of their own personal integrity which is roaming wild and free, maintaining that free spirit, 
then neither can we. Our culture can't survive. 


And guess what, folks. If we don’ survive, then you're next. And that's what this is all about. So 
basically, what this whole issue represen's is our wildlife versus domestic lifestyle. |s there room 
for wildlife in this country? | think that's what this issue is all about, and | think that the 
government agencies have failed miseratly in carrying out their responsibility and the will of the 
American people to preserve this valuable wildlife resource. So | thank you for the opnortunity to 
speak today. 
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Oral testimony provided ai the Summer School, fuse wi. and ‘rehives, 1201 17 Sucet, NW, 
Washington, D.C. on September 17, 1998 


I'm Fred Dubray. I'm a member of the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe in South Dakota. I'm also the 
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe representutive to the Inter Tribal Bison Cooperative, which is a group 
of 46 Tribes that have formed a cooper stive effort to restore buffalo back to Indian Tribes and 
Indian land. And obviously we're very concerned, from our tribe and all the Tribes, about what's 
taking place in Yellowstone, the slaugt ter of these bison. 


If you recall in history in the last century, the same thing happened basically. The bison or buffalo 
as we like to call them, were slaughtered, and one really sad and really major concern to the Tribes 
is that it was done on purpose. And it was done in order to destroy our economy and subjugate 
Tribes onto reservations where we exist today. And make no mistake about it, it had a very 
detrimental impact on the Tribes and ow economy that still lingers. So today our efforts to restore 
buffalo on Indian lands is in direct retaliation to what happened a century ago and to try and restore 
our economy, try and restore dignity and pride to our people as a people. 


So that's what the effort of our Cooperetive represents. When we watch buffalo being slaughtered 
in Yellowstone, in direct opposition to hose goals and objectives, we can't help but think that 
possibly the same thing is taking place for possibly the very same reasons. And | think it's 
absolutely outrageous because what's happened is a Holocaust again that happened in a previous 
century. We should be learning from our mistakes instead of making them again, time after time. 


So we have been working on this effort with the Yellowstone National Park in trying to influence 
the decision that comes out of there an how these buffalo will be treated in the future. They have 
every right to remain as wildlife and reiain their dignity as well. That is essential, and because our 
relationship with these buffalo dernand:: that, and it has to be that way. If the dignity and self- 
esteem of buffalo themselves is destroyed, then basically they are destroyed as well, and there goes 
our relationship. 


So our efforts have been to maintain the wild, free-roaming status. They have to do that. And we 
put a lot of effort into this EIS process. We have tried to be included in the process, but our 
willingness to participate has been basically pushed away and ignored, and we have become just 
another public commentator as any individual has. But the Tribes feel that we have a further right 
than that. We have treaty rights, and w: have fundamental rights because these buffalo are part of 
our very culture. Without these buffalo, our culture can't even exist. It can't survive. So part of the 
Citizens’ Plan that we have developed is a plan that will allow for solution to this problem. We 
have conceded some of our ideal objectives and goals because we realize that free-roaming buffalo 
totally, just free-roaming and allowed t go over private lands and all of that, is not possible and 
was not acceptable to a lot of groups. /ind it doesn't address the growing herd and the numbers and 
reproduction. 


Buffalo, they are accused of having this disease called Brucellosis, which affects the reproductive 
capacities of the animals, supposedly, \yut yet, they yield a very high offspring every year. There are 
80 many now that they said they have to kill therm to get rid of some of the numbers. It doesn't 
make any sense. It defies logic. Yet hore we are trying to restore buffalo back onto our lands while 
these are being needlessly slaughtered. One of the things that we propose is that we'll take care of 
them. We'll take the responsibility, an only in the event that it's an alternative to the killing. 


We don't propose just going in, rounding up all the buffalo and transferring them to Indian lands. 
But what we do propose is that you take a better look at this. As an alternative to the killing, we 
would go in, gather them up, test them. and transfer them to Indian reservations to supplement the 
tribe herds and also provide some genetic diverse tribal herds and increase the wild herds out in this 
area. 


So the Citizens’ Plan that we have developed with the InterTribal Bison Cooperative in conjunction 
with the National Wildlife Federation :.nd several other groups that have been concemed with this 
for a lot of years is what that plan represents and all of these points. You can find a copy out here 
of the Citizens’ Plan, and we hope that that will be considered as a preferred alternative and added 
to the EIS process. Thank you. 
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Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting heid at Yellowstone National Park, WY on 
August | 2, 1998 


| think that the religious significance is that we are the buffalo people, the Lakota People. And that 
when a year or two years ago they kilied these buffalo over here they are killing our brothers and 
sisters, grandpas and grandmas. The State of Montana did not see this. In fact, our religious 
significance is nothing to them. 


The State of Wyoming should have beun part of the decisionmakers because at the East Gate the 
buffaloes roaming in the area are also joing into the State of Wyoming. 


Chairman Bourland said support the LoterTribal Bison Cooperative when you get up there. Like 
Louis up there, | strongly oppose quar: ntine. These are my brothers and sisters who are going to be 
put in a boarding school, put into a jail So | totally disagree with a quarantine. They need to do 
more research. All the money that they get should be going toward the research to eradicate the 
brucellosis from the buffalo. 


1 think we need to look at these buffaices here. How are we going to vaccinate them, how are we 
going to test them, how are we going t:) identify these buffaloes? So then do a little bit of research 
within this Yellowstone ecosystem. Somebody mentioned about the hazing fence. The hazing 
fences should be put up. And then you can corral them and mark them somehow that these guys 
test negative with car tags. Whatever 1.ceds to be done. 


There is some discrimination or racism within. You know these origina) buffalo, and | think the 
genticmen and | agree, these are the Phuns buffalo and somehow (hey ended up in here. These are 
not Yellowstone buffalo. Those belony; up in the Plains area. They happen to drift into 
Yellowstone for protection from Wild 3uffalo Bill or whatever his name was. 


I for one don't vote for another slaught:7. 


It's all economics that we need to come up with a plan. Because you didn't consult the Tribes to 
begin developing the book here, that's number one. This plan is not going to work and you're not 
going to listen to any tribe. Consultation is exactly what the gentleman said is truc. We submit 
things from the tribe, but the decision's already made. It's just a waste of time here to me. Because 
the State of Montana has a lot of politicians’ clout to get its’ way. And | thank you very much. 
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Excerpts from the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribal Council meeting held ai Eagle Butte, SD on 
August 21, 1998 


What I'm saying here is, that to me when they kill buffalo in Yellowstone it's just like killing my 
father, mother brother and sisters. But 00 one has ever taken that into consideration. 


The solution | have is very simple. All the Tribes that belong to this Cooperative put $5,000 in, | 
hear there's 47 of them.. The problem is: that once the buffalo leaves the boundary lines they 
become the property of Montana State. That's where the slaughter begins. But keeping them in the 
boundary lines, the National Park Service is saying that is not their responsibility So who is 
responsible? What I'm saying here is put $5,000 into this and hire some people to keep the 
buffaloes in. 


So then the next time think beck to whi! I said, pul some money into it and hire our own people 
like they think the snowmobiles they think, horses, nde horseback, keep those buffaloes in the 
boundaries. 


Keeping them in the boundary lines is the only solution, the only way to go with that responsibility. 
It belongs to the Lakota people as well as other Tribes that believe in that. You can't even feed 
them. The Park Service can't feed them. Why are they leaving the park? Because they were 
starving. They want more food. There is no way to feed them. So then if we can get permission to 
take our own feed up there and feod them they're not wild anymore but they cal) them wild. 
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But the killing still goes on. Every time | read about in the paper, you know, | hope somebody was 
there to take care of them properly. Last yeas, you know, | heard about the thousand that was 
killed. I just couldn't believe that our government would allow that to happen. Histoncally that's 
been the case as far as the buffalo are concerned. | can think of two or three cases where whole 
herds were killed because of the brucell ssis. 


Anyway, | just kind of wanted to give y2u a little bit of history on what | know. | think it's real 
hard to talk about when there's not man:’ solutions. 


I think, as Gregg said earlier, as a peopl >, we can come together. Not only us, but also people 
throughout the United States. These me etings that we're doing, that the Park Service is doing, 
they're not only on reservations, a lot of them are in major cities in the United States. And maybe 
through all of these meetings, maybe th: people can come to some agreement or solution where we 
might save these few remaining wild buffalo. 
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Excerpts from the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribal Council meeting held at Eagle Butte, SD on 
August 2], 1998 


Good afternoon. My name is Keith Annis and I'm a descendant of Frederick Dubray, Sr. As many 
of you know he was credited with saving, some of the last buffalo in the United States. There are 
would like to share with you. So maybe during the course of the meeting, you can come over here 
and just kind of read through some of the stuff. 


I've been working on this buffalo issue for a couple of years. I've been living in Montana for the 
last five years, | guess, and I've made myself available for just anything concerning the buffalo. | 
guess my main reason is after (inaudible! sold the buffalo, sold them to a man in Fort Pierre, South 
Dakota. It's our understanding that from that herd, a lot of the buffalo that are in Wind Cave 
National Park and Teddy Roosevelt National Park came from Frederick Dubray, Senior's herd and 
a lot of the national parks in the area. | elways believed that some of those made it all the way to 
Yellowstone. So, as | said earlier, it's hard to talk about. 


I guess we see them as our relatives. | worked for two years, two winters when | first heard they 
were killing them. | think it was 1994 when they started the actual slaughter. Word got out that at 
Bozeman at Montana State University, there was an American Indian Club, and word got out that 
soxne of the people were interested in the buffalo. They were interested in the meat and different 
things that they could get. 


At the time, | was president of that organization so | was contacted with it. So | became kind of a 
contact person in the Bozeman area. Wten they would shoot the buffalo, they would call me and I 
would put together a butchering crew, | guess. When | first started doing this, it was (inaudible). 

Even though they know this, I had this b:ffalo history behind me. | was never really involved with 
anything to do with buffalo. 


So anyway, when the opportunity came up though, | decided it was something that | could do. So 
anyway, the first time they called us up, ‘hey said, “we have some buffalo that we need you to take 
care of " So I think about 10 or 12 of us went. It was over by West Yellowstone. I'll never forget 
that sight. 


It was in kind of a timber valley, kind of a low spot with two hills on each side. Well, I couldn't see 
the buffalo until we got right on top of the hill. I believe they killed sixty that day. And they were 
on private land. | think if they were going a little farther, then they would have been on Forest 
Service land and they might have been o!cay for awhile. But as it was, they made their stand on 
private land. Anyway, as I said earlier, | will never forget that sight, going over that hill, sixty. 
From that point on, it was all downhill fcr me, 1 guess. Even though | made myself available to 
help do what | could. And it just became harder and harder each time we were called. | guess it 
just got to the point where it became too hard for me so | said I couldn't do it anymore. 
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But the killing still goes on. Every time | read about in the paper, you know, | hope somebody was 
there to take care of them property. Las. year, you know, | heard about the thousand that was 
killed. | just couldn't believe that our gc vernment would allow that to happen. Historically that’ 
been the case as far as the buffalo are concerned. | can think of two or three cases where whole 
herds were killed because of the brucellosis. 


Anyway, | just kind of wanted to give you a little bit of history on what | know. | think it's real 
hard to talk about when there's not many solutions. 


| think, as Gregg said carlict, as a peopl, we can come together. Not only us, but also people 
throughout the United States. These mestings that we're doing, that the Park Service is doing, 
they're not only on reservations, a lot of them are in major cities in the United States. And maybe 
through all of these meetings, maybe the people can come to some agreement or solution where we 
might save these few remaining wild bu Talo. 


Excw pts from the Cheyenne River Siow Tribal Council meeting held ai Eagle Butte, SD on 
August 21, 1998 


M» «ne is Marcella LeBeau. I'm a me-nber of the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe and I'm a member 
©. vx Gray Eagle Society of Cheyenne River. Just as all these folks sitting at the table are members 
of the Gray Eagle Society and Clarence Runs After and Oliver Brownwolf. | would like to add 
some things. 


What I ve read in the newspapers about buffalo at Yellowstone National Park is very disturbing to 
me. We are fortunate on our frustrations that we have a current Chairman who is very supportive in 
regards to the buffalo and knowing the | istory and represent us well in that respect And also we 
have Fred Dubray who is a member of our tribe who brought buffalo back to our reservation. He 
had a dream and a vision that this bringiag the buffalo back to Cheyenne River would change 
somehow our environment and our future. And that vision is one that we support and respect and 
we're very grateful to Fred for this effort and what he is doing for us. 


Beyond that, we are in very dire straights here on Cheyenne River in regards to our health situation. 
Because we no longer live back in the tine when our food sustained us in a healthy way, we are 
now overwhelmed with diabetes - diabetes is at epidemic proportions just as heart disease and 
many other problems because of our change in life style. 


If we were to go back to the time when we ate as our grandparents did we wouldn't have the 
diseases that we have now on our reservation. The epidemic - diabetes is preventable and some of 
the other ills that we ve are preventable. And so I'm not sure how this can all be changed about 
but the more involve we become, the more informed we become, perhaps we can change some of 
this so that our children and our grandchildren won't become diabetic or die of heart disease and all 
of the ills that are affecting us today. 


I wanted to bring that up because | am retired nurse and it really bothers me that our people are in 
really severe health problems and unnec:ssary because of our change in life style and our eating 
habits. Thank you 
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Excerpts from the Cheyenne River Stow Tribal Council meeting heid ai Eagle Buite, SD on 
August 21, 1998 


We ail know that the buffalo, or the bison, were « main stay for the both the economy and the life 
of the Lakota people. But let's go back « lithe bit further. The buffalo were part of our creation 
story. We were told that prior to coming, and living on this earth, as we know it today that we lived 
with buffalo, the Lakota did, which wer then called the pided (phonetic) people The pided 
(phonetic) people and ourselves lived in this land or this world beneath the carth, and the 
(inaudible) tricked the Lakota up on to the earth and we came upon the earth because the 
(inaudible) told us that the Earth was really a good place. Well (inaudible) had been living up here 
tricking the animals and he wanted us uy here so he could have mew beings to fool. But when we 
came upon the earth, we realized the ear h was a hard piace to live upon and our job down in the 
other world was to take care of the pidec (phonetic) people And so when we came onto the earth, 
the pided (phonetic) people felt sorry for us. They took pity upon us and in that pity, they came up 
on to the earth and became the pided (phonetic) buffalo. And they took care of us. They provided 
us with their hide for clothing, for shelter, for the things that we would need to be able to survive. 
Their flesh for food, their bones for tools And they had basically one rule. That rule is that we 
would never fight over them. Thai they would be plentiful in numbers as long as we never fought 
over the buffalo. That was the rule. 


So when our hunters went out and hunte / buffalo and killed buffalo, they were given to the people 
of the home (phonetic) and the people st ared these buffalo. And as the legend story goes, one day, 
two women fought over a buffalo liver That's what | was told, | don't know if this actually 
happened. But | was told they fought over a liver | know how good liver tastes, but for some 
reason, they got into an argument over thus liver And so the buffalo were allowed to go away 


Now we know how the buffalo actually vent away in terms of what the Europeans did to our 
buffalo. Now you've got to bear in mind, history tells us that in 1851, the United States 
govermment, in a treaty with the great Sivux Nation, established our territory. |t was a hunting 
territory. It was the right to procure buffalo and game within that territory. |t was a very large 
expansive territory. covering some eight, million acres. 


Again, in | 868, the United States goveroment in Fort Laramie, Wyoming, April 29, by treaty, 
sought peace with us and again recogniz 2d ow right to a very large tract of land. Which is a tract 
of land that encompasses a very broad area of Wyoming, western South Dakota, western North 
Dakota, and parts of Nebraska. This again was our territory and besically it said thal we would be 
allowed to keep this territory so long as the number of buffalo allowed us to do so. 


The United States government then went straight back home and started a purposeful plan to 
destroy our buffalo. They allowed humters to come and to shoot them, and as a matter of fact, they 
even employed Army hunters. We al! know the terrible sordid history of the United States 
government to destroy owr econo:..y. Ncw think about this. We were at war with the United States 
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government. The United States government then sought to destroy our economy by destroying our 
buffalo. 


Now, let's look at another war, World War Il. How did the United States beat Hitler? Or Japan? 
They didn't beat their Army They drow: their industrial centers into the ground The United States 
bombed Berlin. The United States bombed the city of Tokyo Hiroshima was an industrial center. 
How you defeat a country is by destroying their economy And how the United States basically 
secured this land, I'm not going to say they beat us, was they destroyed our buffalo. Our means to 
survive, our means to eal, our means to nake leepees, our means to make clothing, our means to 
live. That was a purposeful and wanton destruction of our economy. 


Now, after World War [1, many of you owy remember the Marshall Plan. The Marshal! Plan was « 
huge, multi-billion dollar package of financial aid to fix up the economy of Germany, and to fix up 
the economy of Japan. And they did a pretty good job, as we can all see today. They are two of the 
most powerful industrial nations in the world. 


Where was our Marshall Pian? They kalied some millon buffalo that physically were within our 
territory and in our economy. Where is vu Marshall Plan? 


Why not manage the herds property” if they have a disease, eradicate the disease. 


We have organizations like the InterTribal Bison Cooperative and others, the National Wildlife 
Foundation thai we think have some good solutions. Maybe not every organization has the answer 
individually, but | think that with the covperation of the United States government, the Later Tribal 
Bison Cooperative, the National Wildlifi: Foundation and any other groups, | think we can find a 
commoa solution and a common ground 


The Yellowstone herd is one of the last wild remnants of the buffalo herd that once belonged to us. 
Like they drove us onto reservations, nov our buffalo are on reservations Yellowstone is a 
reservation the way | see it. It's a reservation, you know, and just like they tried to keep us Indians 
on these reservations, they want to keep the buffalo in there. But the buffalo are like us. They're 
free. They have a mind. They have a spirit. They don't know that they have a little bug inside of 
them called brucellosis and not all of them have it But the minute they step out of their park, their 
reservation, they are killed for it. And even those that don't have it are killed And that to me is e 
sin against God, a sin against nature, and a sin against everything that we're supposed to be tiving 
for. 


First, we support the idea of road closure and the snowmobile trail closures in the winter. 


But, what is important to really understand is that we believe that herding the buffalo should be 
based upon science and not on politics. et me give you an idea of what I'm talking about. The 
United States government for a lot of yeurs has had a heavy handed policy with Indian people. 
Basically, on these reservations when we raise cattle on our land or even buffalo on our own lands 
the United States government tells us how many buffalo or how many cows we can raise on our 
land So we can't raise one cow more thin what the government tells us is the allowable grazing 
rate. These are set according to federal ; uidelines that the federal government sets for us. Yet, in 


€9L 


17754 contd. 


Yellowstone, which is federal land, there are no such rates for their own animals such as the 
buffalo. 


When you look at the EIS there's a lot cf arbitrary figures thrown around in there. | don't see any 
scientific data that specifically addresses how many buffalo should that land be able to hold. 


So we think that, agein to use a scientific approach, we understand the Park Service has this age-old 
idea that the park is a natural ecosystem. Everything will take care of itself, the strong will survive 
and the weak will fail by the wayside, and they will become food for wolves and the coyotes and 
that's all nice. That's all really fine and dandy provided that it was a natural ecosystem, but it is not. 


As | have indicated, when you have snowmobile trails running through the park, when you have 
roads, paved roads, and all sorts of different things, then it is not a natural ecosystem. | mean 
wolves were only recently reintroduced, much to the chagrin again of the ranchers who were 
concerned the wolves were going to sneak down and eat their cattle. As long as the park and the 
federal government is concerned about ‘hose cows on equal footing with buffalo, we're never going 
to get a fair shake because the United S:ates government is more concerned about their European 
cattle than they are the buffalo. 


If there is going to be a hunt, then according to the supreme law of the land, Article 6, Section 2 of 
the United States Constitution, and accc rding to the 1868 Treaty, you are looking at the only people 
that should be allowed to hunt those buffalo in Yellowstoue. Because the Constitution clearly 
states that the Treaty is the supreme law of the land and as the Constitutional Officers of the United 
States government, the Congress and its designees, such as the Secretary of Interior, are responsible 
for upholding the laws of the land, including Article 6, Section 2 which says the Treaties are the 
supreme law of the land. Hence the Treaty being the supreme law in the 1868 Treaty, it clearly 
says that as long as the numbers allow, we will be able to bunt buffalo in that Region. So thereby, if 
you have excess buffalo, and we do a scientific study of how many buffalo should we have in the 
park, and it is deemed that there are exozss. Then we're the only peopic that should be giving 
chase. Not the State of Montana legislaiors saying ‘oh well we decided to let them hunt buffalo,’ or 
some federal agency saying ‘we think hunting buffalo is a good idea, let's issue some licenses.’ We 
are the only people, according to the law, who have a right to those buffalo. 


When | say hunting that doesn't necessa-ily mean, in my book, kill them. If 1 want to hunt with a 
hypodermic needle and | want to take a buffalo down, test it, put it on a trailer truck and bring it 

back to the reservation, we have captures. That is our (inaudible) prey. What we do with it when 
we get it back here is our business. Maybe we're going to continue to raise more buffalo from it. 


We think that with proper management controls, keeping a selective amount of buffalo in the park, 
in other words, selective numbers based on science, we believe that the buffalo will continue to 
flourish. 


The buffalo as it stands are not treated by the people of Montana or even by the Park Service with 
very much dignity. They're treated as nothing more than an asset of some sort, a public asset where 
tourists can say, ‘Oh look at that buffalo, let's take a picture, here's some popcorn.' 
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We believe that in an EIS if we're given an opportunity to install some of the cultural and spiritual 
values that the Lakota have known since time memorial. And we have lived on these plains and in 
those Eton Mountains and in the Black Hills for thousands and tens of thousands of years. If we 
are allowed to impart our knowledge about the buffalo and in cooperation with the Federal Park 
Service and the Native American Nations, we really think we can make this thing work. And we 
think that Yellowstone can virtually be blessed and none of this has to happen. Brucellosis, the 
simple solution is to route it out over the years. 


| believe that tL. proper vaccines will be developed to get rid of brucellosis. 


If you were to allow Native Nations, the Lakota Nation, to be key players in the EIS, and | 
understand the EIS has been put together, but-if you were to reopen things back up and look at 
alternatives. The InterTribal Bison Coop for example, is made up of 40 tribal nations all with the 
same goal and the same love of reestablishing buffalo across our native land. 


You know a lot of native people probably, if they really put their minds and hearts together, could 
really do a lot of damage to the tourist industry of Yellowstone if we really, really pushed it. 


And we no more want to go to war with the federal government than they do. But | guarantee you 
we will fight for our buffalo. So, | beseech you to spread the message to higher ups, the Secretary 
of the Purk Service, the Secretary of the Interior, the Secretary of Department of Agriculture, let's 
stop the war. I guarantee you, really, really believe that that is the noble thing to do. Thank you. 
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Excerpts from the Cheyenne River Sious Tribal Council meeting held ai Eagle Butte. SD on 
August 21, 1998 


I'd like to add to what our chairman sak! earlier, end that is in the treaty with the United States 
government. And | think it's very important to look at that because thai recognizes that relationship 
the Lakota had with the buffalo. And when you have this indiscriminate slaughter of buffalo today, 
it has to be viewed as the same kind of attack on our tribal sovereignty today as it was then because 
that's the way we see it. We should still have that same kind of relationship that exists between our 
Tribes and the Buffalo Nations and when we look at buffalo herds, we take this very seriously as a 
socioeconomic development process to heal our people and our Tribes. 


The National Park policy, for instance, allows for that very thing for surplus animals to be given to 
Indian Tribes. Bui Yellowstone Park is the only one where that doesn't happen. Instead, they are 
being indiscriminately killed. And | think we have to look at also our treaty clause that says as long 
buffalo roam in significant numbers to justify their chase, then we have the right to hunt them. At 
some point in time, if you're killing surplus buffalo, that has to be interpreted as surplus, or excess, 
or justifiable numbers, significant enough sumbers that we could justify the chase. So even though 
things have changed, there's some other things that have to be changed. And | think to just 
continue the slaughter of the buffalo is the worst solution possible. And | know in the alternatives 
of the EIS, it seems that every one of them allows for that continued slaughter to go on, and | find 
that unconscionable and totally unacceptable in my opinion. 


Because what your talking about is a life style that existed at a time when we had a self-sufficient 
life style and buffalo was a big part of it. So that's the testimonies that I've heard from that and | 
think that it's very important that we understand what it really means because even in the Park 
Service policy it says that it recognizes that life style, that relationship that _akotas have with these 
buffaloes 


I think that the part that really disturbs me is when this Environmental Impact Statement process is 
put together Tribes were not involved o1 included. Even though you've heard in al! these 
testimonies that the lifestyle and relationship is very important and definitely impacts when the 
vuffalo were slaughtered there was a severe impact to Lakotas and all the plains Tribes that had that 
intumate relationship with the buffalo. To have that same impact again today, every time you kill 
one of the buffalo, it's an impact on the Indian Tribes and yet there's not an Indian tribe or 
representative sitting at that table to negotiation this process and that's a concern of mine every 
since this process started. | think that violates the NEPA process itself. And | think that in order to 
get a fair representation there has to be an Indian representative at that table negotiating this 
because the impact is that severe to Indinn people. 


| think you can feed them, if necessary, rather than killing them and that's not going to make them 
become domestic just one time in severe situations, because it's already happened several times. If 
that's the case, then those buffalo arc already domestic. 


But the process is already so far along that it seems to me that one of these alternatives will be 
selected and be set and that is my greatest concerns. | wes just wondering if il is something that has 
to happen, that at what point does the team look ai and say, “we have all these comments and we 
have to do something different.” We don't have an alternative that addresses these. What is the 
mechanism for that to take place? And who determines that, whether or not another we will even 
consider another alternative that is not |:sted as one of the seven? 


Another question, suppose that they decided to look at other alternative, is there any further 
comuneni period on that? Because they could create another one that is worse. 


I’m not sure just which year it was, but | know that the Cheyenne River Sioux tribe has passed 
several resolutions dealing with this issue and requesting from the federal court itself this kind of 
articulation. | think I can provide a document that was given to the Park Service several years ago 
that had various resolutions from several different Tribes asking for that same representation. So 
I'm curious if you guys have ever seen such a document because it certainly exists. 


| was in court a few years ago when a Virginia Ravndal came out there. | think she was working for 
the Park Service. She was doing some kind of report about Indian Tribes and the input and cultural 
considerations. It was a report supposed to come out. |'ve never been able to see that document 
either. So I'm wondering if there exists such a document also and how, if, and why that has never 
become a part of the record because tha! was supposed to be part of the process, too, from what I 


Ss 


Excerpis from the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribal Council meeting held ai Eagle Butte, SD on 
Auguat 21, 1998 


Comment No. 17756 
Joe Swift Bird 
Cheyeane River Sioux Tribe 


You know to begin, before the country was conquered, this was buffalo country and Lakota 
country. We roamed this country, free as we pleased and above all, | liked what Gregg Bourland 
said. He is the head of the family. Clothes, shelter, and food. 


I just read an article here that says “bisun slaughtered, hunted, and quarantined.” That's just like the 
Lakota people could be. We were hunted, we were slaughtered, and we were quarantined on our 
reservations. And today, we're just like "K.awlija," an Indian that goes nowhere, with a handful of 
cigars. That's the way it was, but we threw away the cigars and picked up the Pipe. That's in a 
song. 


Also, we use them, every bit. We worship those buffalo, even the skull we worship in the 
Sundance. What replaced and who rep'aced the Lakota land? And who replaced the buffalo? Who 
took away the lands of the Lakota? And who took the land and who had it replaced then? Who 
replaced it? What cnimals replaced it? Who is there now? It hurts. It hurts the Lakota people very 
much. 


They put us in quarantines, which shou id be a compound, or concentration camp, which they call a 
reservation. That's where we're at today. Now, we'll worship that buffalo and what is there? Other 
people that came in conquered our worship. They worshipped the pig. They used every bit of that 
pig that they worship, like we worship the buffalo. And when they go to church, they render the 
bacon, the pork, praise the lord, hallelujah. It's a shame that we don't have a buffalo bank like they 
have a piggy bank. 


Now, what are we going to do about buffalo? We have the buffalo herd at Pine Ridge. What 
happened to our buffalo herd? In Lako:a, (speaks in Lakota about Takoj a and Tunkashila) What 
happened to the elderly honoring smal! children? So J volunteer to give up one of my cows for the 
people to cat. Afterwards we found out the buffalo were all gone. 


Now where are they? Now those are tribal herds that belong to the people, the Lakota people. In 
our own tribal government at Pine Ridge, they are using the same thing, laws, policies, resolution, 
and ordinances. We are all tied down like “Kawlij a" today. When are we going to get started? 
Just like electing the judges. We want qualified judges. Graduated judges. We haven't even 
started. When are we going to learn to take over the Lakota place? When are we going to get 
started? To lear the Lakota way of life. We still survive. The Lakota still survive today. So let's 
be Lakota today. And live with the buffalo. 


Excerpts from the Cheyenne River Siow: Tribal Council meeting held at Eagle Butte, SD on 
August 21, 1998 


Comment No, 17758 
Robert Chasing Hawk 
Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe 


| guess the main thing here today is the brucellosis. The disease was brought from the European 
country. Just like the disease that brought diabetes, cancer, and other White man disease, again 
transmitted to the buffalo somehow. Ws need to find a vaccine to eradicate this disease. 


And so when they're killing over there we are killing our brothers and sisters, grandpas and 
grandmas. Last April we went over there, my brother and | went up there to visit the National Park 
and we met Laura at that time and Skip, sitting right there. They both work at the Yeliowstone 
National Park and my brother and |, we went our sepe «« ways. We didn't want to create any 
fanfare, no cameras, using our pipes to pray. I did my way and prayed. We came back in, about 
like middle part of May, to haze the rem aining 45 back into Yellowstone. 


Buffaloes are sacred. And these buffaloes here can bring back good lives to the people. You can 
give me a buffalo with brucellosis and | | eat that buffalo and I'm going to be the healthiest person 
on carth. Just because of the economic 2ondition of the State of Montana these buffaloes are 
slaughtered helplessly. Everything is economics. The White man is going to get rich off these 
cows and they have a lot of political clout. So that's why the buffaloes are being killed. 


You need to get rid of the elks with the brucellosis. 


So the only plans that | have, and | said that up in Yellowstone, is put hazing fences and have a 
research company come up with the right vaccine to cure the gene of the cow. And the buffalo are 
different. The vaccine is not going to work on the buffalo but the vaccine you have now today will 
probably work on the cow. 


Wyoming is on the boundary of the Yel owstone Naiional Park and they're not part of the decision 
making for this EIS. How come? Why weren't they involved? 


My solution is | don't want the buffaloes: to be killed. Come up with a vaccine and a proper way of 
testing these buffaloes because the testing you have today could become like small pox. 


I know your policy is that you cannot feod the wildlife but something needs to be done quickly to 
keep the buffalo inside. Put up a fence, keep the buffalo inside the park. 


So my alternative is to put the hazing fences up and keep the buffaloes inside the Yellowstone 
boundaries, test thom, and vaccinate these buffaloes. 
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Excerpts from the Cheyenne River Siow: Tribal Council meeting held at Eagle Butie, SD on 
August 21, 1998 


Comment Ne. 17759 
Unidentified Audicace Member 


Are you going to do an EIS on elk? 


Can we get this tribal representative at the table, and al! the citizen groups and commentors are 
willing to come forward with a new altemative that supports the tribal alternative? 


There were comments made and they did noi care about our position. The fear that | have is that 
those alternatives are cut and dry by the State of Montana and they will pick one. And so | would 
like to say some people would come out of here and any other public hearings and try io pick and 
come up with some alternative pians. !’ve read some of the plans and listened to this and the 
alternatives. The fear that | have is let's not take another one, two, three, or fours years and in the 
meantime that interim plan is in effect. Another plan comes in and the buffalo will be shot and 
tested after they are shot. We need to look at the interim plan also. 


I have a comment on the term “affiliated Tribes.” | think that has been well approached maybe 
Sounds like they were determined by an anthropologist. Is that how it happens to be determined? 


SLNANWOD 


Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Censer, Billings, 
Moniana on August 25, 1998 


(Native language spoken.) That's introducing myself in my native language, which is pretty. | 
thank these people and everybody that's here today to taik about this wonderful beast, the one we 
call buffalo or bison. 


Today, I'm a one-millionth-generation Native Amencan. I've been living here since the creation of 
this world We have a problem with some of the creation that the Creator has given us to eat, this 
food. | speak today for myself, our people. | represent the Chippewa Cree People, Rocky Boy, 
Montana. | also sit on the comumission, the Montana Fish and Wildlife Commission. 


We have been discussing this for the last couple of days, what can we do? What can we do with the 
state and our neighbors in addressing th s issue and, yet, maintain our integrity as a native people in 
our relationship with this great beast, ths wonderful beast that's provided food and shelter for ow 
people for many generations. 


A lot has happened since the Corps of Ciscovery came through here in the 1800s. Lewis and Clark 
came here, and it was, as far as the eye could see, wildlife: elk, buffalo, everything. | was paradise. 
Today, we have a big problem. We don't have too many Native Americans left, traditionalists. We 
don't have too many buffalo left, either. We were herded up, rounded up, put on reservations. Now 
the buffalo has the same fate as we do. 


So that's why I'm here today, to stand up and say, wait a minute; where in the world did this 
brucellosis come from? Who introduced that here? | was told and I've read some literature on the 
history of brucellosis. It was introduced in the 1800 or the 1900s by dairy cattle that were brought 
in there, because the superintendent of the National Park Service wanted to have milk with his 
breakfast. Now we have this problem today. The ranchers, it's a million-dollar industry. Your cattle 
roam where our buffalo used to roam. You have billions of dollars, as this one lady mentioned, a 
billion dollars in revenue to the State of Montana. 


Now, you have to pardon me if | get angry when | talk about the buffalo. We use that buffalo, every 
part of it. Nothing is wasted. Nothing is thrown away. But, yet, in 1996, when we seen the slaughter 
down there by the State of Montana, slaughtering these innocent beasts, these wonderful, beautiful 
beasts, because they just happened to cross an imaginary line because they want to survive. They 
ward to eat, too. They want to share that grass. There's not many buffalo left. They are not going to 
eat that much grass. How much cattle d> we have in the State of Montana? Millions. So we're 
talking about a billion-dollar industry here. 


And we're talking about a being, a sacre- being that was given to the people, not only Indian 
people, but also all people to share, to ect. On some of the points that we brought up during our 
meeting, bison, they should be treated and managed as wildlife. Just as elk are allowed to roam 
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free. Why does the State of Montana feci that the Livestock Commission or the Department of 
Livestock feel that they should be respoasibie for handling a wildlife critter when it should be the 
Department ot Wildlife or Fish and Game. Bison should be the priority to the limited Forest 
Service and BLM range resources inside or outside the Yellowstone National Park. Allow bisoo to 
roam on adjacent public lands up to the carrying capacity of those lands. Grazing on public lands is 
a one billion-year subsidy. Don’t bison cieserve an equal consideration? Why do bison need to be 
killed when elk and several other species, which also carry brucellosis, are allowed to roam free? 
With that, | would like to thank you and thank this governmental entity for providing this 
opportunity for us to voice our concerns. Thank you. 
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YELL 6990 
Colville Confederated Tribes 


P.O. Box 150 - Nespelem, Washington 99155 (509) 634-1845 
FISK! AND WILDLIFE DEPARTMENT 


September 17, 1998 


Bison Management Pian EIS Team 

National Park Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear EIS Team: 


The Colville Confederated Tribes have reviewed the Draft EIS for the Interagency Bison Management "lan 
for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National Part. Our comments are as follows: 


We received a letter dated August 21st from Park Superintendent Michaei Finley requesting consultatk ns 

with Indian Tribes and the names of those who mighi be attending meetings in August and September or 

that purpose. We were not able to send a representative. We want to point out, however, that reques ing 
meetings with Tribes after the DEIS has already been prepared and alternatives have been 

developed, selected as preferred, etc., does not constitute consultation and does not fulfill the United ‘ tates 


trust obligations to do so with sovereign indian governments. 


We do not support any of the alternatives presented in the DEIS. All continue the strategy of overres tion 
based solely on perceptions, i.e., bison must be killed to prevent spread of brucellosis to cattle. None of 

the alternatives: (1) fully treat bison as free ro=ming wildlife; (2) maintain/return jurisdiction over bis n to 
traditional entities, i.e., state wildlife agencies, ‘I'ribes and in this particular case, the Park Service; (3 find 
a balance between conflicting interests that still recognizes the needs of free-roaming bison; (4) circum vent 
the current premise/ strategy that conflict is ineviteble and killing bison is the primary strategy for reso ing 

conflict or (S) emphasize risk management disease control policy rather than a costly and perhaps fruil ess 

eradication effort. 


Instead, the Colville Tribes support the Citizens Plan To Save Yellowstone Buffalo, sponsored by 21 
different organizations and supported by Indian Tribes, sportsmen, ranchers, conservationists, scientist , 
business owners and others. We also support the Bringing Buffalo Back Plan, sponsored by the Intert ibai 
Bison Cooperative and the National Wildlife Federation. Both Plans (attached) are similar and treat b soa 
as free-roaming thereby best promoting the welfare and future of bison in the greater Yellowstone are: , 
while acknowledging that the herd must be mar-_-* *-. we public trust and not dominated by percept ons 
of the livestock industry. 


Main points of both Plans are to: 
* Maintain wild, free-roaming bison in Yellowstone National Park. 
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management urea (SMA) outside the park where bison can survive harsh 


n 
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field type bison health certification center. 
bison from private lar ds if private property or human safety are threatened. 
mandatory, consisiont vaccination of cattle within and immediately adjacent w the 


Hf 


. Establish a voluntary program, sponsored by private entities and coordinated by public 
agencies, to compensate landowners for damage to fences and other permanent structures. 


It also should be remembered that bison are spiritually sacred beings to Indian people and are fundamental 
to the practice and retention of many religious ceremonies and traditions. As such, wholesale slaughter is 
nothing short of sacrilege, is unconscionable and simply can not be condoned. Our hearts go out to those 
Indian Tribes who, having already lost their buffalo once, musi go through such a painful ordeal again. 
Someone once said “history does not repeat itself, instead people repeat history.” We must find a way to 
break the cycle in this case of bison in Yellowstone. 


It seems truly ironic and sad to us that in an age where we have the technology to put a multinational space 
station in orbit around the planet, we can no: find room for an animal that has been around for thousands of 
years, once aumbered 60 million strong and is superbly adapted to its environment. All this because of a 
perception that bison might spread a disease to a mere 2,000 head of cattle near Yellowstone, a disease that 
cattle gave to bison in the first place. Let stxp repeating history and start working towards a time, in the 
near future, where bison are ensured a place in our world, a world we share with al) ocings. 


incerely, 
For attachment of Citizens’ Plan to Save the - pure 
Yellowstone Buffalo se: Organizations, (ad 
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3. Acquire additione) wirter ramges and key migrstice routes. 

Coding a> wat att ta St tani eee 
be buffalo 

partnersinp ease nent purchases made, creating a 
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A mandatory cattle vaccination program should be implemented » 


within 
“Brucellosis surrounding Ycllowstone, thus greatly 
sedaning the chvaly enplighte Gama o Wermod 


anene 


NWFATIC Seven Peet Butt Mana ment Sint Page 2 of 2 


Sper 3 pg Haley on Sh, 341 Sah wry Austin, TX on 
* Devley 8 vesthnation program inside Vetiowstens September 29, 1998 
rest coe nis deve dt, « | Cotman ng Ne 15112 
implemented curs 2 nes sen tale aad effective ne + Commanche Caddo 
sepa uns PY Sa Comma Cade net | make 

” Breet Winer mameguet oY dhewsteays reads | hfe nt 8 pope by you poems na a ‘dat thos 
Mor eet tent mape br sds a al ey a 
SS eT ee | 

curent plowing | feel that there are bot of bureaucrats * bagat® their mortgages. | doa't care shout thei 
into effect? -— toads should be pur | paca a et eet cee 

| M70N take everything that is sacred, what is esc nothing 


finance. 
ser ny tr ne Ma fe ayer el ve 
SYMONE eXCepA Jor these Very small arses 


692 


SUOUDZIUD3 ICG) /?Q14] pun JUPUMMAIAOD JQLs Vi 


OLL 


YELI- 437 
THE CONFEDERATED SALISH AND KOOTENA! TRIBES 
OF THE FLATHEAD NATION 
P.O. Box 278 
Pablo, Montana 50655 
sera 
Joseph & Dupe Executve Seoretary FAX (406) TRABAL COUNCK MEMBERS. 
Veen. Ciatmont- Executive Tressure: : : 
Cercte J Lantdon! Secretary 
cos Sooo 
October 22, 1998 Machas: Dyrgio 
Jams Hane! 
pb 
Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
Park Uoyd O lrvine 
Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 
P. O. Box 25287 


The Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes have reviewed a copy of the “Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) For The Interagency Bison Management Plan 
Por The State Of Montana And \ ellowstone National Park” Although we appreciate the 
opportunity to comment, consult: tion is defined as including tribal concerns in the 
development of the EIS for the management plan, not relegating tribal interests to 
comments on what the Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes consider a very 
important Trust resource. Our comments pertain to three primary areas of interest, which 
include }) overall comments, 2) specific page-by-page comments primarily focused on 
the “Cultural Resources” sections of the text, and 3) technical wildlife management 
comments. 


Overall Comments 


Generally, we recommend that the brief and generic treatment of tribal history in the 
(wo paragraphs under the heading s “Impacts on Cultural Resources” of the Summary 
Seciion and “Cultural Resources- History” of the Affected Environment Section needs 
restructuring to include tribal nations individually and in much greater length and detai!. 
The attempt to cover | 1,000 year: of tribal history in one paragraph is inadequate. 


There is a great imbalance between the two bnef paragraphs of tribal history versus 
the detailed and thematic treatment of non-tnbal history in the “livestock and 
Agricultural Influences” history of the “Cultural Resources” section This disparity 
reinforces the inappropriate treatr ent of bison as livestock rather than wildlife and fails 
to fully develop the long cultural relationship between bison and tribal peoples. 


Bison Management Plan EIS Tesun 
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Furthermore, these bnef history sections tend to reinforce the thinking thai tnbal 
history began when strangers an visitors arrived and that there is a separation between 
carly peoples and native people today. This problem of separation of tnbal past from the 
present perpetuates a predominant archeological myth and breaks a sense of continuity of 
history and culture. Understanding tribal past is critical to the understanding of tibal 
values and tribal ways of knowing aboriginal territory. Tnbal ways of knowing are based 
on a millenia of habitation, obs:rvation, "nd experience and, if for no other reason than 
sheer longevity, these ways of kr owing are of value. 


We also recommend that trit al input be incorporated throughout the document rather 
than lumped together with genenil public input. Tribal consultation after the document is 
drafted relegates Tribal involverr ent to a commenting role as opposed to a full 
participatory party This process leaves the DEIS not only inaccurate but ineffective in 
representing a tribal historic, cultural, and spiritual perspective 


Again, we recommend that r:ferences to tribal history or culture not be confined to 
these sections alone but also be incorporated into the sections of the document addressing 
specific themes in the general history of bison. 


Specific Comments on the Tribal Cultural Resources Section 


Page iii, paragraph |, Summary, Proposed Action. In the first sentence, ...”long- 
term managemeni (assumed for purposes of analysis to be 15 years)”... The 
Confederated Salish and Kootensi Tribes do not consider | 5 years to be a long-term plan. 
A 100 or 200 year plan reflecting muluple generations would more likely be considered a 
long-term plan from a tribal poim of view. 


Page iii, paragraph |, Summary, Need for Action. In the third sentence, “Some bison 
have brucellosis and may transmit it to cattle outside the park boundaries in Montana.” 
Why are bison separated and marginalized from other wildlife within the park? Are elk, 
deer, moose, and antelope consid-red as possible carriers of brucellosis? This appears to 
be a weak claim left unsubstantia ed. 


Page iii, paragraph |, Summury, Purpose of Action. In the first sentence, “The 
purpose of the proposed interagericy action is to maintain a wild free-ranging population 
of bison...” The prevailing discu: sion of possible brucellosis threat and range 
management demonstrates the mi nagement of bison as livestock rather than a “wild free- 
ranging population of bison.” 
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Page xxv, paragraph | and 2, Summary, Impacts on Cultural Resources. This section 
is written in the past tense. Native peoples continuc to hunt today and hold bison as a 
entical element of indigenous culture within traditional homelands. 


Page xxv, paragraph 2, Summnary, impacts on Cultural Resources. This section cites 
“English settlers” and “Buro-American Explorers” as sources of carly information 
regarding numbers of bison. This non-tribal point of view is ethnocentric. It is 
appropriate to contrast this point of view with tribal perspectives. 


Page xxvi, paragraph |, Su mary, impacts on Cultural Resources. First sentence, 
“Bison. ..were central to plains iba! spiritual culture,...”. Again, this statement of tribal 
spiritual culture is written in the »ast tense and perpetuates the erroneous myth that tribal 
people are no longer existent nor continue cultural practices. This continued use of past 
tense unduly separates tribal peoples today from our ancestors of the past. 


Page xxvi, paragraph |, Sw mary, lmpacts on Cultural Resources. In the third 
paragraph, “Shoshone believe that spiritual power is concentrated in the physical form of 
the bison.” There is no source cited for this statement. 


Page xxvi, paragraph 2, Sur mary, impacts on Cultural Resources. In the first 
sentence, “Traditional use of bison by humans centers on hunting and is evidenced in the 
archeological record.” It may be appropriate to contrast this standard anthropological 
point of view with tribal perspectives on bison. 


Page xxvi, paragraph 3, Swomary, Impacts on Cultural Resources. Again, there are 
continued uses of references to wvheological sites. The understanding of the relationship 
between people and piace could best be understood through consultation with tribes. 
Contrasting or comparing of tribal points of view would reduce the reliance on the 
archeological perspective. 


Page xxvii, paragraph |, Suownary, inwacts on Cultural Resources. The second 
sentence discussing mitigation measures fuils 'o include tribes in the consultation process. 
Minimally, tribes are interested parties. The Tribal Preservation Office of the 
Confederated Salish and Kooten: i Tribes 1s established under the authority of and 
federally recognized by the Nancna) !ark Service. 


Page 187, paragraph |, Culn ral Resources, History. “...both historic and prehistoric 
times.” This statement of historic and prehistoric time frame supports the bias that history 
began with the arrival of non-nat ve visitors and strangers to the area. Consideration may 
be given to time references such 1s pre-contact and post-contact or pre-E uropean and 
post-European contact. It may be appropriate to contrast this point of view with tribal 
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perspectives on origin and time «-f occupancy. Creation stories from various tribes might 
illustrate tribal similarities across: the region. 


Page 188, paragraph 6, Cultural Resources, History. “Many Americans believe that 
the bison vanished from the American landscape, along with the indigenous peoples.” 
This statement might lead one to belicve that Native peoples vanished from the landscape 
entirely. Native peoples have res srved and ceded portions of their homelands while 
retaining rights reserved by Trea y on ceded lands. In the past, state and federal 
governments have denied access to portions of tribal homelands, estranging people from 
portions of their homeland, but native peoples have not vanished. 


Page 189, paragraph 6, Cultural Resources, Affected Cultural Resources, 
Archeology. There is a conspicuous absence of tribal record in this section. The record of 
tribal place names and cultural ue sites could be included in this section to provide some 
balance between archeology and tribal views on cultura) resources. 


Page 190, paragraph 3, Cultural Resources, Ethnographic Resources. As stated in the 
text, this section is incomplete. 


Page 299, paragraph |, Impects on Cultural Resources, Summary of Laws, 
Regulations, and Policies. There are Executive Orders that need to be included in this list; 
Executive Orders: 

1) Executive Order of April 29, 1994; 59F. R. 22951, “Government-to-Government 
Relations With Native American Tribal Governments”, 

2) Executive Order 13007, 61 IR. 26771, “Indian Sacred Sites," and 3) Executive 
Order of May 14, 1998, “Co xsultation and Coordination With Indian Tribal 
Governments", 

3) Executive Order of May 14, 1998, “Consultation and Coordination With Indian 
Tribal Governments”. 


Page 300, paragraph 6, Impacts on Cultural Resources, Impacts common to all 
alternatives. “.. develop mitigation measures in consultation with the state historic 
preservation officer and the advirory council.” There is a need for tribal participation in 


Technical Wildlife Manageme: ( Comments 


From a wildlife managemen' perspective, the way that this issue has been handled by 
the involved management agenci ss to date is extremely disappointing. We fully realize 
the significance of brucellosis as a potential threat to the livestock industry in Montana. 
However, it must be noted that tt e Yellowstone bison are the last truly free-ranging bison 
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population left in the United States. All other bison herds are confined in farm-like 
situations and are basically managed similar to domestic livestock. We strongly believe 
that a need exists within the involved management agencies to realize that these animals 


are free-ranging wildlife, not cattle. They should not be managed as livestock by the 
Montana Department of Livestock (MDOL) and Animal and Plant Health Inapection 
Service (APHIS) in the lead management agency roles. instead, professional wildlife 
managers should be charged wit! making the management decisions involving bison 
population management, control of bison aumbers, bison carrying capacity, and other 
significant factors based upon so ind scientific data. As a result, we find it odd that the 
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Park: has not been accorded a realistic management role in 
this issue and that the agency seems to have been largely left out of this process. 
Furthermore, given the special relationship between Native American people and bison, 
some interagency combination o! tribal, state and federal agency natural resource 
management professionals might be developed as an advisory body for bison 
management. 


Text on page v of the Summ sy states that “Scientists and researchers disagree on 
even some of the most basic factors influencing the risk of transmission. These include 
whether studies on cattle are applicable to bison, whether controlled studies are 
applicable in the field, and the best ways to conduct additional research to determine the 
nsk of transmission.” The DEIS iurther states that “These disagreements and the paucity 
of information on brucellosis make it impossible to quantify the risk of B. abortus 
transmission from bison (and elk although this environmental Impact Statement does not 
analyze brucellosis in elk) in the Yellowstone area to domestic livestock.” These 
statements raise serious questions. Given such a lack of quality data and the high level of 
disagreement on this issue within the scientific community, it seems that bison are being 
cast as the sacrificial lamb to indicate that the involved management agencies are doing 
something about this perceived p oblem when, in fact, proof of the existence of a problem 
seems very questionable. 


The fact that approximately «ighty years of interactions between bison and cattle in 
the Yellowstone area has not resulted in a single documented case of wild bison infecting 
cattle with brucellosis indicates that the so-called “brucellosis problem” has been grossly 
overblown, if not invented for some other reasons by the MDOL and APHIS. One can 
Only wonder as to the reasons. [f »ne assumes that such a problem docs actually exist, it 
will still be very difficult, if not impossible, to achieve the brucellosis eradication goals 
envisioned by some of the propoted alternatives in the absence of an effective vaccine 
and an effective means by which to administer it to the Yellowstone bison population. 
Until the development of both, such plans are not possible to accomplish. 


Bison Management Pian EIS Teem 
October 22, 1998 
Page Six 


The failure of the DEIS to consider the potential role of elk as possibic brucellosis 
carriers creates another flaw in the overall approach of this document. Once again, with 
the lack of data that apparently cxists there seems to be a lot of emphasis on taking some 
extreme action (i. ¢., most of the alternatives in this DEIS) based upon incomplete 
scientific data or a total lack of data. While we are hesitant to believe that clk play a 
significant role in brucellosis, given the lack of credible date «vailable, we believe that 
the question cannot be ignored in consideration of this is’ 


The primary problern related to the bison in the northern portion of Yellowstone 
National Park is related to a shorage of adequate winter range during especially harsh 
winters. Several years ago, when the issue of bison management first arose, the Tribal 
Council sent a letter to former Park Superintendent Robert Barbee in which the need to 
prioritize acquisition of crucial winter range for both bison and elk outside the park 
boundaries as a solution to the problem of migrating animals was stressed. Thai 
recommendation remains timely. While the DEJS speaks of Special Management Arcas, 
the need exists to create such areas to serve as buffers between cattle and bison and other 
wil!" fe species. It is certainly not out of the question to require livestock producers who 
.. + Mijacent federal land for their operations to bear some of the responsibility for this 
eflo: ., cather than merely having agency personnel kill bison. The potential for creating 
incentives .0 assist with the modification of livestock operations to provide additional 
winter habitat for bison, reduce the potential for cattle-bison contact, and provide for 
compensation for damage to priv ste property caused by bison should also be examined. 


While the need will periodically exist to reduce the bison population in the Park, we 
strongly suggest that more emphusis be placed upon capture of surplus animals and 
distribution to Native American Tribes and organizations. The utilization of some form of 
controlled harvest of surplus animais is also acceptable. We find the recent slaughter and 
sale of animals which are the property of the people of the United States by the MDOL 
and APHIS to be a very poor way of managing surplus animals. 


It is difficult to conceive of a program of brucellosis contro! working without a 
requirement for vaccination of al! cattle within a reasonable potential contact area 
surrounding the Park and in adjacent areas. Once again, some responsibility for contro! of 
disease that can be proven to be borne and spread by livestock must rest with the 
livestock producers. To re-emphasize a point already discussed in this letter, brucellosis is 
a livestock problem, not a bison problem. 


The role played by groon)ing roads within the Park must be factored into any 
examination of bison movements out of the Park during the winter. If it is a significant 
factor in enhancing the mov ments of bison, discontinuing the practice must be seriously 
considered. 


€Ll 


YELL-9371 contd. 


Bison Management Pian ELS Teun 
October 22, 1998 
Page Seven 


With these comments in mir d, we hope that the cooperating agencies will carefully 
consider the concems that we ha /e raised. We also strongly suggest that the alternative 
jointly proposed by the Inter-Tnhal Bison Coopersiive and the National Wildlife 
Federation be seriously considervd before a final decision is made pertaaning to future 
bison management direction for Yellowstone Park end surrounding areas. That proposed 


alternative includes most of the concerns and comments that we have voiced in this letter. 


In closing, the Tribes consid sr this an important document that couki pave the way 
for a better mode of bison management and a better working relationship between Tnbes 
and Yellowstone National Park. 4 document like the Bison DEIS could provide the 
forum for building a good foundation for communication. It might also provide the 
Opportunity to develop a respectful working relationship that decreases the possibility of 
problems ansing in the future. 


Thank you in advanc. for your kind attention to these comments and concerns. 
Please do not hesitate to contact ine if you have any further questions. 


Sincerely, 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes 


Michael T. Pablo, Chairman 
Tribal Council 


Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting held at Yellowstone National Park, WY on August 
12, 1998 


Confederated Salish and Kootenai 1 ribes of the Flathead Reservation 


Even though | feel a little bit offended by the fact that | feel like we are in the eleventh hour of the 
1 \th a.m. or p.m. in this process and then you are asking us for our involvement. 


Someone tried in their way to convey to you who are conducting this mecting that the spiritual 
significance is something that Indian pzople will vary from tribe to tribe what their spiritual 
significance is. And it is hard to do tha! collectively as one large group. Now | feel like you bring 
us in here putting us all in one basket. 2very one of us are individuals; Tribes that have very, very 
different significant interests in relationship with buffalo. Just the technical information we have, 
we can be of help, we car also help in »ther areas, but | think it's really unfair to ask that of us at 
this point. 


Who are the 8 Tribes that you referred to? 


This documentation, this history, this i formation that the Park Service uses along with state and 
federal agencies, it's all based on histor ica) documentation that comes from the White man's point 
of view. We do have accounts of comi:1g down here in the Yellowstone area to hunt buffalo. 
There's a lot of information and a lot o: documentation, oral documentation from our people that is 
not recorded. 


SUONDZIUDBAQ) ]DGIA] PUD JUaUMULAAOD DGIL] 


PLL 


Excerpts from the Confederated Salis: Kootenai Lribal Council meeting held at the Tribal 
Headquarters at Pablo, Montana on September 8 1998 


Comment No, 17735 
Michael Mickey Pablo, Chair 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai | ribes of the Flathead Reservation 


Maybe 1( shouldn't have been the Stat) of Montana, but it should have been from the Flathead 
Indian Reservabon where the bison wore imported. We talked to the State several times, and tried 
to set up a meeting with the Governor | did meet with him on this, and told hum we would be glad 
to sit down and try to figure somethin); out, but they weren't imported from the State of Montana. 
They came from the Flathoad Reservation. | think even in the Montana Historical magazine that 
they publish, | forget, but like ‘67, | bolieve it was, even they credit the Indians here on this 
reservation as saving 80% of the bisor left in the world, those bison came from here. So in doing 
that, | think a little slam on the State of Montana, but they came from Flathead Reservation, not 
from the State of Montana. 


We need to get something done because we do have a finite resource. Whether it's the bison, 
themselves, or whether it's the range t vat they run on, it is a finite resource. We need to get through 
and figure something out to take care of that | think no matter what type or what alternative comes 
out, would it be one of the alternatives by the number or could there be a combination of parts of 3 
and parts of 7 in that? 


| think we need to make sure that that we can define some type of a range un the Park and outside 
the Park on Forest Service lands, and then those others, maybe we need to try to figure out how to 
work with the State. If there's anythin): to harvest, | believe the Tribes would have the first 
opportunity for a harvest, maybe half of the animals, or something like that and open the rest of 
them up. | know the Montane- Wyoming [ribal Leaders Council by resolution, and we sent a letter 
off trom here. | believe, also, that whe xever the numbers start getting up in the quarantining them 
and testing, and if any of those that ar found brucellosis free, the Tribes should have the 
opportunity to have those taken to tho: reservations to start herds up. 


But | know that the history of the bison follows the history of our people in the country. With the 
arrival of the Furopeans, our numbers were about the same, and we just about reached extinction 
the same time as the bison did When we look at that, the overall plan by the United States to get 
rid of bison was to defeat the Indians t ecause they couldn't defeat them on a battlefield when it was 
warnor to warrior. So what they did was they went after the food source, and they did a very good 
job be ause they nearly drove them to extinction. 


If we look at the process to set up som: type of a quarantine, then any of those excess animals that 
are brucellosis free should go back to the Tribes if the Tribes are set up and willing to take them. 


Another alternative that had gone out irom the Tribes here several years ago was for the Park 
Service to actively seek the possibility of trying to buy some of those private lands outside the 
reservations, or like the State of Mont: na, the federal government buying any more additional lands 


for federal use. Could there be « possibility of purchasing with the option of trading other lands in 
other areas to expand that, given a ran ye that the bison could use? 


I'm glad to hear that the grooming of (he snowmobile trails and everything will not take place 
anymore There was a large qurmber that hadn't gone out before, but since the road was there and it 
was plowed, I'd take the easiest route, too, So | think that's a good action to take 


| guess also even with the harvesting cf some of the bison that's allowed, when that's done, | think 
all of our folks followed the process pretty good because, what is it, brucellosis can giv. ungulate 
fever in humans 


I think one thing that maybe we need (o always reflect on is unless they found some here recently, 
there har been no or very little evidence of brucellosis that's actually been contracted by cate from 
bison 


If that is the case, what are we gotng t do with the elk because there could be a similar case there 
So | think we need to figure ou! | w tw deal with this, get something into place that will work 
because a few years down the ro we'll probably end up in the same situation with the elk 


S 
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Excerpts from the Confederated Salish Kootenai Tribal Council meeting held at the Tribal 
Headquarters at Pablo, Montana on September 8, 1998 


Comment No. 177% 
Michael Durgle, Jr 
Coafederated Salish and Kootenai | ribes of the Flathead Reservation 


Prior to the interim plan, did the National Park Service deal primarily with the bison issue or was it 
after that that the Montana Department of Livestock pretty much got involved, or were they always 
involved” 


Has there ever been any discussion as to the possibility of the Tnbes in Montana, Wyoming and 
Idaho taking over the management of \‘cllowstone National Park? Has there ever been any 
discussion, in that sense, a possibility or even an idea” 


There's a | ot of evidence that our tribe used that area aboriginally, years ago, for the hunting of 
bison, and there are » lot of stories that are handed down within the tribe. | don't know if they ever 
discussed — | have seen in some of the alternatives that there was hunting that was involved in some 
~ hunting activities that were associater! with those. | was wondering as far as aboriginal hunting 
rights in our treaties, the possibility that the Tribes could work out some kind of a hunting deal. 


We were involved in going over and pi king up those carcasses, and | guess the thing that bothered 
me was that it seemed to me that there vere other organizations or groups that were also receiving 
those bison carcasses. The media was kind of saying, well, you know, “These carcasses are going 
to the Tribes.” | don't know if people kaew that the Tribes were not the only ones thai were getting 
those animals. It seemed like they were kind of using that to say, “Well, it's okay.” 


Excerpis from the Confederated Salish Kootenai Tribal Council meeting held at the Tribal 
Headquarters at Pablo, Montana on September &, 1998 


Comment Ne, 17737 
Wittiam Joseph Moran 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai Tribes of the Flathead Reservation 


Because | think if we start off by allowing Indian Tribes to gain successful bids at management of 
portions of the Park's responsibility, then that path is a more acceptable route. This is probably 
consistent with the present administration's attempts to build some Indian economic security and 
the way it (reat, its assets and resource: pertaining to us. So | think it's best that, like the Rock y 
Boy, Chippewa Cree gaining a success ‘ul bid, | think that step is positive and the right way to go 
slow, acceptable to most people. Most seople in the United States may not accept it any other way 
because everyone feels, like Yosemite, Yellowstone Park is probably the best known, probably, 
outside of Yosemite, | think. I'm not sure how that is. Yosemite first, Yellowstone second, | think, 
probably, and everybody in America seys, “That's a little bit of ours now,” is that right? 


My prior comments as to Yosemite an Yellowstone don't hold true for the National Park Service, 
however, with the bison up at National Bison Park. Nobody thinks that belongs to the Park Service. 
Everybody thinks that belongs to us. We think it's ours. That's a different situation. Probably 
rightfully belongs to the tribe to maneg:, aoc wat herd could be accommodated, if that were to 
change management that way also, with brucellosis-free bison. We could make a larger 
management plan to accommodate al! that. But | think that is true, that when you drive on the 
reservation, you see bison off to the side, everyone decides all of a sudden through the window that 
that must be the Confederated Salish ard Kootenai Tribes’ herd. No one realizes it's a Park 
Service-managed facility 
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Excerpts from the Confederated Salish Kootenai ribal Council meeting held at the Tribal 
Headquarters at Pablo, Montana on S ptember 8, 1998 


Comment No, 17738 
Lonnie Morigeau 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai T ribes of the Flathead Reservation 


“American bison is a trophy animal fo’ big game hunters.” This is in respect to the “Impacts on 
Recreation” under the title of “Hunting " Nowhere in that paragraph doe s it discuss the fact that 
there was any consideration for seven ¢ f the reservations in Montana to have the same opportunity 
to hunt. | believe we should maybe somehow fail first in line if they're going to use desecration as a 
maticr of management. 


There was a statement made that the Li cy Act prevented the hunting of bison within the boundaries 
of Yellowstone Park. 


SLNINWOD 


Excerpts from the Confederated Salish Kootenai Tribal Council meeting held at the Tribal 
Headquarters at Pablo, Montana on September 8, 1998 


Comment No. 17739 
Dale Becker 
Confederated Salish and Kootenai T\ibes of the Flathead Reservation 


| guess the whole trend of this plan — I've watched the issue develop over the years from the 
standpoint of being a wildlife biologist ~ is troubling to me because basically it looks like we're on 
the fast track to completing the transiticn of the last remaining free-ranging bison here in the United 
States into livestock. 


I'm also troubled by the fact that the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks has largely 
been dealt out of this process. It seems ike the State Department of Agriculture speaks on this 
issue, which, to me, seems that it shoul! be a wildlife management issue also. | think it started 
before the document was developed that the National Wildlife Federation and Inter Tribal Bison 
Club developed another alternative for 2onsideration. And again, | think the timing wasn't perfect 
for it maybe to be included in the draft Jocument, but is there any indication that that alternative 
may be considered to a larger extent thun it is in the draft, obviously? 


YELL-11,029 


Confederated ‘Tribes and Bands 
of the Yakama Indian Nation 


National Park Service - Sarah Bransom DSC-RP Post Office Box 15\, Fort Road 
P.O, Box 26287 Toppenish, WA 98948 


Denver, CO 80226.0287 
Dear EIS Team 


I want wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yel owatone. | oppose the “Preferred Alternative” recommended 
by the state of Montana and the federa) government. The Government plan continues the unnecessary 
killing of buffalo moving to public lands outside the park in winter We can do better 


Yellowstone's buffalo are too important to sacrifice. They are a source of pride for all of us 
1 endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yel owstone Buffalo, which will 
* Maintain wild, free-roaming b :ffalo in Yellowstone National Park 


* Create a large special management area outside the park where buffalo can 
use public lands to survive hash winters, and where buffalo will be managed by 
wildlife professionals 


* Develop scientific buffalo pop: lation goals for this special management area 
outside the park 


* Relocate buffelo to Indian res rvations or public lands or use a regulated harvest, 
but only when science demonstrates that available land cannot support more buffalo 


* Recommend vaccination of cattle within lands adjacent to the special management 
area. 


* Emphasize acquisition of key vinter range lands or easements through public purchase 
from willing sellers. Provide i xcentives to modify livestock operations to provide winter 
foraging opportunities for buflalo outside the park 


In addition; Our tribe currently manages a herd of 42 buffalo, and would and 


could manage buffalo if they wore relocated to our reservation. We have had 
our herd since 1993. Please ielp the tribes to regain buffalo to their 


reservations that can take car: of them. 


These strategies will maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo and protect the interests of the livestock 
industry in a balanced, common-sense inanner. Please adopt this plan 


Sincerely, Va ! a 


‘signature 


Name JUDITH A_GARC(CA 
(please print) 


Address Box 151 
Toppenish, WA 98948 
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Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting held at Yellowsto»’ National Park, WY on August 
12, 1998 


Comment No, 17711 
Leroy Stewart 
Crow Tribe 


So you're saying we're not after the state, that we're after you. But they get to sign on the dotted 

line, that is the point right there. Also, | have a point here where you say trial and error and you 

have the hands off policy here, especially with fire. And you saw how thousands of acres were 

burned, and you had to bring in the fir: fighters. You're basically doing the same thing with the 

PD TES, GED ED Oo ORME TE turn around and try and 
ind a solution. 
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Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation .neeting held at Yellowstone National Park, WY on August 
12, 1998 


Comment No. 17716 
Dennis Big Hair, Sr. 
Crow Tribe 


About 108 years ago they didn’t ask us to help them slaughter the bison in Indian Territory. You 
have all these problems when it comes ‘o bison because these buffalo come down in the lower 
vaileys in the winter to live, like any animal, and they slaughter them off because they don't want 
them to mix with cows. I still have my aunting and fishing rights on this Yellowstone Park as a 
Crow. We can restore the buffalo, we have a lot of room on the reservation for these buffalo. We 
can help you. 


We have calves and buffaloes up there, and I said if they don’t want them, give them to us we will 
take care of them 


Weer 194 


Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe 
Box 283 Flandreau, SD 57028 


Phone 997-3891 
Fax 997-3878 


Sarah Bransom 

Interagency Bison Management 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80255-0287 6-30-08 


RE: F.LS. for Interagency Bison Mngt Y.N.P/ Montana 
Dear Ms. Bransom: 


Enclosed are the comments and concerms regarding the F.1.S 
draft for Yellowstone National Park Bison Management. A copy of 
our COmments will also be forwarded to the LT.B.C. board for 
review. Please feel free to call or write if there are any questions 
or Comments you would like to convey to our tribal Natural Resources 
Department, | may be reached at the above numbers. 


Respectfully, 


Natural Resources Director 
Flandreau Santee Sioux Tribe 
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Position on the Reduction of Brucellosis in Bison 


‘hough we understand the ne sd to protect hurnan and anual health from unnecessary 
disease tuk, we feel that the nsk bisor, Brucellosis poses to cattle is negligible. Moreover, we fee! 
that the tactics used by the Anna! an/ Plant Health inspection Department in enforcing their 
Brucello’ » esadbcation program have gencrated s pandemomum that is ultumately based on little 
evidence The following evidence suggests to us that nsk of Brucellosis transmussion 1s slight 


(a) Behavioral patterns bring bison only rarely unto contact with cattle, 

(b) The disease organism is readsly k Hed by beat, sun and dryness outside the host, making 
transmussion highly unlikely unies cattle are present at the tume of a bison birth event, 

(c) Few bison display pathology (abortions), suggesting the presence of many resistant or partially 
resistant undividuals 

(d) Transmussion by bull bison is improbable, 

(c) Culture tests (unlike the less accu’ ate serology tests) suggest that disease prevalence in the 
bison population ranges between merely |0 to 15%, 

(f) Vaccinations are approximately 7')% effective m preventing the discase in cattle. 


For the above reasons, we find the prc posals owthned in the Draft Environmental impact Statement 
for the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the State of Montana and Yellowstone National 
Park costly, unnecessary and unprodv trve Until such tame as an effective vaccine can be 
developed and accurate tests om irve b son (as opposed to carcasses) become available, we concede 
that the following low-umpact measur ss of bison population control and msk rerction are 
acceptable 
¢ Closure of groomed snowmobile roa is to discourage long-distance migration outside the park, 
© Hunting (7), only of regulations and »wrograms outlined in the Elf are carried out and enforced, and if 
thorough demographic and genetic 1 wnitoring of the entire population 1s andertaken, 
« Capture and uransport of bison to qu wrantine, testing and research facilites (including those operated 
by the ITBC), anty if population reduction becomes necessary, 
¢ \ncentives te promote vaccination frum calfhood of all animals that potentially cowid come in contact 
with bison berds and modifications «{ grazing patterns that place only non-breeding animals in 
“risky” areas; 
Regular testing of bison on ranches near the park. 
Modification of grazing nghis on pu >lic bands to reduce contact of animals with bison, 
Creation of SMAs wherever cattle ase likely to come in contact with wildlife to prevent the 
downgrading of Montana's Brucello:1s-free status 


We acknowledge thai population control may become necessary if natural perdition rates are too low to 
reduce bison mumbers. We also accept that bison transport to the public may be undesirabic as it would 
promote disease spread to herds owtside tx Park. However, we feel that it is unreasonable for APHIS to 
set policies that place the burden of risk duction on the park and wildlife authorities The risk is low, 
and responsibility for preventing spread < { the disease. belongs. we feel, to the ranchers who choose to 

graze thew cattle near the park We feel ‘he risk is no different from that preed by other wildlife within 
the park, including grizzlies, wolves and coyotes. The policy undertaken sets a precedent for the park to 
engage m aggressive comrol of movements of other species. jeopardizing the park's mission to preserve 
an mtact wilderness ecosystem containin;: healthy populations of free-ranging wildiife Moncy that is 

Proposed to be useo on the extreme mana gemen( programs proposed in the EIS would, we feel, be better 
spent m research to develop more effective vaccines and test methods and potential cures 


We ask that the Park Service involve [TBC in developing an educauon program for hunters, and 
in any relocation of bison from the park o quarantine facilities 


Position ea ibe Reduction of Brucetiosis in Bison 


We understand the need of the State of Moutana and the Nationa) Park Service to reduce the nsk of 

disease transmission We find elements of several of the alternatives acceptable. However we feel that 

nome of those outlined fully incorporates all of the options available to park managers Specifically, we 
feel that a final plan should include the | viewing clements 

(a) Closure of groomed snowmobile row is as proposed in Alternative 2. 

(6) An education program for ranchers |aat makes chear tne ‘raprobability of disease transmussion, and 
provides incentives for them to (|) \ sccimase all catthe from calfhood, (2) tes! seasonally for the 
disease, (3) graze only aon-breeding animals in “risky” areas. (4) modify graving patierns to svoid 
coatact with bison. 

(c) Lethal control only as a last resort, 

(@) Lethal control done humanely, mam: gers should be instructed on the quickest, most painless method 
of shooung, 

(e) Culture and serology testing of all carcasses, 

(f) Release of carcasses to tribes and the public, 

(g) Capture and quarantine attesnpts bel ore shooting, quarantine facilities cither on the park bands or on 
ITBC lands should be pul into use 2: soon as they become available, 

(h) Acquisition of as much land as feas#ic for bison mugration, ideally to the extent outlined in 
Alternative 2 


(1) Imposi:.on of tower limits on popula’ ion controls, as proposed i» Alternative 7, however population 
demographics and genctics should & monitored regularty (Though i{ has been suggested that 
genetics will be maimtained above 580 iadividuais, thus mumber \s theoretical and probebilisuc  [t 
should be treated as a hypothesis on y Genctic monitoring to casure that within-population diversity 
1s maintained should be carned out cgularty), 

(j) Hunting only if regulations and progyams outhned in the EIS are followed through, 

(k) Modification of grazing rights, reco; nition that, on public lands, risks should be assumed by the 
rancher, 


(1) No “test and slaughter” of bison within the National Park, 
(m) Investment in the development of more effective test than the present serology procedure (which 
tends to identify a large number of false positives), as well as a safe vaccine for wildlife and a cure. 
(nm) y aaa arama acct rather than 
ummediate staughicr. 


(0) Easing of quarantine procedures, we feel that a year or more of quarantine and tcsting is excessive. 
particularly if some animals are to b: released back imto the park, 
(p) Release of five seronegative bison to the public and tribes. 


Several of these elements have been inch ded in Alternatives 2 and 7 However, none incorporates all 
We concede that disease contro! within te Yellowstone bison population has become mecessary 
However, we feel that an acceptable plan will utilize al) of the above alternatives, placing emphasis on 
those that ensure the health. survival and satura) mugratory behavior of the present populanon 


1UDBAC) JDGIA] PUD [UAMUAPAOD) [DG14] 


SUOUD 


O8L 


Fort Belknap Community Council 


(406) 353-2205 > c 
oe Se ELL ISS 
TRIBA!. MATUPAL RESOURCES ‘- ot 
m —pSREEES-- 
August /7) 99d" 
TO: Council * oo “ 
FROM: 
SUBJECT: (2IS) FOR THE 
INTERAGENCY J OF MONTANA AND 
YELLOWSTONE 4 


meaty > RESPONSE TO 
THE DRAFT EIS. FOR ’ > ‘ IN TIONAL PARK. 
A copy of DRAFT 813 and “6@UMMARY is avai in my office 
located upstairs in- North-West corner ‘of | Tribal Building. 


The deadline:for corments on the DRAFT EIS is October 1, 1998. 


I am requesting thet your comments of the DRAFT RESPONSE be 
into me by September 15, 1998. 


You are encouraged to submit your own individual comments on 
the DRAFT £IS. Comments should be sent to: 


Sarah Bransom 

Interagency Bison Management Plan 
DSC -RP 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, C°O 80225-0287 


2% 


DRAFT 


Bison Management Plan BIS Team 
National Park Service 

Sarah Bransom DSC-RP 

P.O. Box 252867 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


MONTA’!). ND YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK. 
TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN: 


The Fort Belknap Indian Community Tribal Government ,_ 


representing the Assiniboine and Gros Ventre Tribes of the Fort 
Belknap Indian Reservation submits the following comments to the 
DRAFT ENVIRONMENT IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS) FOR THE INTERAGENCY BISON 
MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE STATE OF MONTANA AND YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL 
PARK. 


The term Buffalo (Bison) will be utilized throughout our 
comments due to the fact that ghis is the most recognizable term 
for an animal that the Creator placed on the North American 
continent to meet the needs of Native American (Indian) peoples who 
are the original inhabitants (owners) of this continent. The 
Buffalo (Bison) is called many names by the numerous Nations 
(Tribes) who have benefited from the Buffalo for many thousands 
upon thousands of years. 


The Fort Belknap Indian Community Tribal Government strongly 
believes the Buffalo (Bison-Bison) must remain FREE RANGING and 
retain their WILDLIFE STATUS. We also assert that ‘Buffalo (Bison- 
Bison)’ that are under the control and management of the United 
States Government and their Agencies/Departments are a TRUST ASSET 
OF INDIAN TRIBES in accordance with our treaties and subsequent 
Acts of Congress and Executive Orders. 


We also strongly oppose the indiscriminate slaughter of the 


Buffalo and commercialization through auction of the carcass, heads 
and hides and other parts to ‘the ‘highest bidder’. We also 


DRAFT 
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YELL-15745 contd. 


DRAFT 


strongly oppose the commercialigation of ‘fair chase hunt" a6 a 
part of the management requirements of the State of Montana, 


We strongly support the adoption of ALTERNATIVE #8 as follows: 
ALTERMATIVE @6 


BUFFALO (BIGON) are a trust resource for the citizens of the 
United States of America and throughout the World. BUFFALO (BISON) 
have @ special Spiritual, Boonomic and Social place in the Hearts, 
minds, body and should of the various Indian Nations (Tribes) of 
North American. Tt shall be the mandate of the United States 
Government to protect and preserve the FREE RANGING and WILDLIFE 
STATUS of the Buffalo and re-affirm the Trust relationship between 
the Buffalo and Indian Nations (Tribes) as established by Treaties, 
Acts of Congress and Executive Orders of the United states 
Government . 


The information and data as set out in the DRAFT BIS is 
incorporated into this alternative in part. The following points 
are to be inserted into the appropriate language for approval: 


1. Buffalo are to remain wild free ranging wildlife under the 
jurisdiction, where-so-ever located, of the Wational and 
Wildlife Service, with concurrent jurisdiction of the rk 
Service, with meaningful consultation with Indi ibal 
Governments and/or their representatives. 


2. Buffal ll be allowed to utilize public lands outside 
Yellows Park within broadly defined ial Management 
Areas. Whe Buffalo may be in competition with domestic 


livestock, the needs of tuffalo shall take precedence. Livestock 
may continue to utilize public lands in accordance with modified 
permit processes. 


3. Buffalo population goals must be established for the 
Yellowstone herd that are bas The 
populations should be bas n the Park, ‘s and 
any future lands acquired for buffalo use. 


4. Acquisition of additional Federal, State and/or Private lands 
for winter range and key migration routes outside the Park, 
including the Church Universal Triumphant (CUT) properties ie a 
priority. NPS shall work with private landowners on a ‘willing- 
seller basis' to acquire additional lands or easements and shall 
offer incentives to landowners to change/modify livestock 
operations on any and all Federal and/or State and/or Private lands 
which may be required to accomplish the goal of maintaining a wild 
free ranging Buffalo population. 


5. Where there is potential conflict between domestic Livestock 


and buffalo, adjustments will be made to domestic livestock grazing 
allotments and grazing t:.mes on public lands required to accomplish 
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the goal and to reduce or eliminate contact between buffalo and 
domestic Livestock. 


6. All domestic cattle, and possibly horses, shall be vaccinated 
within the @MA's at no expense to the livestock producer. 


7, Implement a ‘live removal’ option for Buffalo with @ mandate to 
work with Tribal Governments and IT8C to implement 4 ‘relocation’ 
program in accordance with a protocol to be developed. The ‘live 
removal' option would be of the highest priority in accordance with 
the following procedures: 
a. Within 16 months, a ‘capture facility or facilities’ will 
be constructed at appropriate location(s) to capture buffalo. 


b. ALL Buffalo will oe tested for brucellosis in accordance 
with the latest technology available in accordance with 
APPENDIX ‘B': QUARANTINE PROTOCOL FOR BISON. 


8. Any animal not eligible for ‘live removal’ will be separated 
and confined to a ‘holding facility’. Indian Tribal Governments 
will be notified of the numbers and class of animals within the 
‘holding facility’ and be offered FIRST PREFERENCE to utilize the 
animal to meet their needs. Any animal which is not eligible for 
‘Live removal’ must be ‘taken down' within or near to the ‘holding 
facility’. In the event so Tribal Government is able to take the 
animal, the ITBC will be contacted for identification of other 
eligible individuals to teke the animale. 


9. Amy animal which is eligible for ‘live removal' shall be 
coordinated with [TBC for procedures and priority of distribution. 


10. Where possible, sero-positive buffalo shall be used for 
research on brucellosis rather than slaughter all positive. In the 
event an animal is not suitable for research, disposition of the 
animal shall be in accordance with #8. 


4 
COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIS AND PREFSRRED OPTION #7: 


The DRAFT EIS was developed without any contact with Tribes in 
violation of the GOVERNMENT -TO-GOVERNMENT relationship established 
by Congress and Executive Orders. This lack of contact fails to 
recognize the sovereignty of Tribal Governments and violates the 
Trust Responsibility of the United States Government and it's 
agencies and departments to Indian Tribes. 


The Buffalo in Yellowstone National Park today are "managed" 
in the same manner as the Tribes were “managed” in the late 1800's 


under a Federal Policy of extermination. To slaughter the Buffalo 
Jncongiypres — 


because they are infected with an imported disease is 
and 


Pg. #101 - Para. #2 - ‘delete’ slaughter and inclu le "invite Tribes 
to harvest those Buffalo which would be determined high-risk in a 
manner suitable and respectful of the relationship between Buffalo 
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and Indian peoples." ‘delete’ shooting bison outside the GMAs --, 
quarantine of (delete ‘*some'') and insert “ali* seronegative 
bison, ‘delete’ hunting fcr recreational purposes, 


Pare. #4 + COMMENT: Tha.population of Buffalo in and around 
Yellowstone National Park is not at the level to wAtfant undue 
concern about numbers, therefore there is ample time Lo comply with 
the ‘environmental compliance’ and ‘public review’ process and to 
identify funding for the quarantine facility or facilities. 


Para. #5 - «++, the agencies would continue to rely on the capture, 
(‘delete' slaughter and insert ‘invite Tribes to harvest those 
Buffalo which would be determined high-risk in a manner suitable 
and respectful of the relationship between Buffalo and Indian 
peoples" hazing, (‘delete and/or shooting’) : 


Para. @6 - DELETE any and all reference to “hunting is an 
additional management too)" and reference to Montana authorization 
of regulations for public hunting of bison. 


Po @102 - Para. #2 + For purposes of analysis, -* money was 
available for such a purchase, “an organization or public entity 
agreed to manage the land," ---. 
COMMENT ; The IBC, representing Indian Tribes, is 4 
logical organization to either perform thie service or be 4 
part of a public entity to manage the land. 


Para. @3 - The preferred alternative (alternative 7) --. In 
general, hazing bison fro areas where they were not permitted such 
ae outside SMAs or on private land would be attempted before 
"Tribes were invited to harvest those Buffalo which would be 
determined high-risk in a manner suitable and respectful of the 
relationship between Buffalo and Indian peoples’. 


Para. #4 - In phase 2, ---. This might mean (delete ‘purchase’ and 
insert ‘modification of grazing rights on public lands’), --. 


Pg. #103 - Para. #1: Although the preferred alternative is 
distinct, --. Capture ar4 (delete ‘slaughter’ and insert "Tribes 
will be invited to harvest those Buffalo which would be determined 
high-risk in a manner suitable and respectful of the relationship 


between Buffalo and Irdian peoples". - (delete: “As many 
seronegat' e@ bison as possible" and insert "All seronegative bison 
will" be shipped to a quarantine facility, --. (Delete any 


reference to "hunting’.) 


NORTHERN BOUNDARY 
Reese Creek 


Pg. #103 - Para. #2 - Management actions at the capture facility 

(delete ‘might be shot' and insert: “Tribes will be invited to 
harvest those Buffalo which would be determined high-risk in 4 
manner suitable and respectful of the relationship between Buffalo 
and Indian peoples"--. [If population numbers approached 2,500, 
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(delete: ‘agency personnel would likely shoot' and insert: "Tribes 
will be invited to harvest those Buffalo which would be determined 
high-risk in a manner suitable and respectful of the relationship 
between Buffalo and Indian peoples"):~. 


Para. #3 - ~+ (Delete: ‘Seropositive bison would be shi to 
slaughter at approved facilities' and insert: “Tribes will be 
invited to harvest those 6uffalo which would be determined high: 
risk in a manner suitable and respectful of the relationship 
between Buffalo and Indian peoples’. Any bison that are 
slaughtered due to unforeseen circumstances will be made accessible 
to Tribes for ceremonial and/or health activities.) Until a --- 
(delete: also be shi to slaughter,' and insert: "Tribes will be 
invited to harvest those Buffalo which would be determined high- 
risk in a manner suitable and respectful of the relationship 
between Buffalo and Indian peoples".) 


Pg. #104 - Para. #3 - «-( and population numbers at or above 
2,500), «- (delete: ‘would be sent to slaughter’ and insert: “Tribes 
will be invited to harvest. those Buffalo which would be determined 
high-risk in a manner suitable and respectful of the relationship 
between Buffalo and Indian peoples".) 


EAGLE CREEK/BRAR CREEK 

(Delete any reference to hunting or shooting and insert: 
"Tribes will be invited :o harvest those Buffalo which would be 
determined high-risk in a manner suitable and respectful of the 
relationship between Buffalo and Indian peoples".) 


WESTERN BOUNDARY 

(Delete any reference to ‘or shoot' ‘or shot' and/or ‘hunting’ 
and insert: "Tribes will be invited to harvest those Buffalo which 
would be determined high-risk in a manner suitable and respectful 
of the relationship between Buffalo and Indian peoples".) 


Para. #3 - --- They would be teqted for exposure to 8. abortus, and 
all seropositive bison (delete: ‘shipped to slaughter at an 
approved slaughterhouse’ and insert: *will be accessible to Tribes 
who will be invited to harvest those Buffalo which would be 
determined high-risk in a manner suitable and respectful of the 
relationship between Buffalo and Indian peoples” 


Pg. #107 - Delete any reference to “hunting' or ‘will be shot’ or 
‘would be shot' or ‘agencies would shoot bison’ or ‘Hunting bison’ 
or ‘number of hunting permits issued' and insert, as appropriate: 
“will be accessible to Tribes who will be invited to harvest those 
Buffalo which would be determined high-risk in a manner suitable 
and —__ of the relationship between Buffalo and Indian 
peoples 


RISK MANAGEMENT 


Pg. #107 - Alternative 7 would rely on separation, capture, 
(delete: any reference to ‘shooting’, or ‘hunting’ or ‘agency 
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shooting’, ‘sleughter' or ‘would be shot’ and insert: "Tribes will 
be invited to harvest those Buffalo which would be determined high: 
risk in a manner suitable and respectful of the relationship 
between Buffalo and Indian peoples" .) 


Po. #108 -- Livestock owoers on private property would (delete 
‘continue to be responsib..e' and insert: ‘be re-imbursed') 


POPULATION MANAGEMENT 


Pg. #108 - Para. #1 - (Delete ‘lethal methods’ and ‘the agencies 
would shoot;, and ‘Also, if hunting-- was approaching 1,700.', 
‘gent to slaughter’, and ‘would be shot on private land', and ‘shot 
by agencies.', and ‘would be shot' and ‘If hunting was roved -- 
numbers epecemee 2,500.' and insert: *Tribes will be invited to 
harvest @ Buffalo which would be determined high-risk in a 
manner suitable and respectful of the relationship between Buffalo 
and Indian peoples".) 


Pare #2 - (Delete any reiierence to ‘Hunting permits', ‘shooting’ 
and insert: "Tribes will be invited to harvest those Buffalo which 
would be determined high risk in a manner suitable and respectful 
of the relationship between Buffalo and Indian peoples" .) 


QUARANT INE 


Pg. #109 + COMMENT: Any bison subject to ‘slaughter’ will be 
available for ‘Tribes will be invited to harvest those Buffalo 
which would be determined high-risk in a manner suitable and 
respectful of the relationship between Buffalo and Indian peoples". 
Any bison that are slaughtered due to unforeseen circumstances will 
be a accessible to Tribes for ceremonial and/or health 
activities.) 


PUBLIC HUNTING 


Pg. #110 - Delete any referencesto Public Hunting as an alternative 
and insert "Tribes will be invited to harvest those Buffalo which 
would be determined high risk in a manner suitable and respectful 
of the relationship between Buffalo and Indian peoples". Any bison 
that are slaughtered due to unforeseen circumstances will be made 
accessible to Tribes for ceremonial and/or health activities. 


ESTIMATE OF COST 


COMMENT: This DRAFT EIS must assess the economic impact to 
the Greater Yellowstone eco-system within the States of Montana, 
Idaho and Wyoming of the presence of Buffalo (Bison) and their 
contribution to the touriem income -versus- the economic impact of 
the Livestock industry within the Greater Yellowstone eco-system. 


At @ minimum, due to the concerns of the State of Montana, 


Idaho and Wyoming concerning ‘brucellosis’, a buffer zone around 
the Greater Yellowstone eco-system should be created that in the 
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event any livestock are identified as contacting brucellosis the 
remaining of the State: would not be penalized through loss of 
their ‘brucellosis free status' due to the geographical isolation 
of the buffalo (bison) which are of concern in this DRAFT EI8. 


Of greater concern about ‘brucellosis' is the fact the ELK are 
in greater probability of contact with Livestock than Buffalo. 
This DRAFT EIS should be expanded to address of the issue of real 
concern, which is ‘BRUCELLOSIS' and ALL POTENTIAL CARRIERS OF 
BRUCELLOSIS MUST BE INC:.UDED IN AN ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
BECAUSE BUFFALO (BISON) ARE NOT THE ONLY SPECI#S OF CONCERN. THF 
EXPANDED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT MUST ADDRESS THE REAL IS*VE 
TO MONTANA, IDAHO, WYOMING, APHIS, DEPARTMENT OF LI/ESTOCK AND 
RANCHERS IN THE GREATER YELLOWSTONE BCO-SYSTEM AND THOSE STATES 
WHICH INCLUDE THIS ECO- SYSTEM. 


This concludes thiu portion of our comments and we reserve to 
the “— to amend and expand our comments on any portion of the 


Respectfully, 


Joseph F. McConnell, President 
Fort Belknap Community Council 
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Excerpts from the Fort Belknap Triba' Council meeting held at Fort Belknap, Montana on 
Saptember 10, 1998 


The other thing is the economic part of it. | don't agree with what they had in there. | was looking 
at the section that Mike Fox referred &> on page 37 about economic development. My 
understanding 1s that nobody is suppoved to profit from these slaughters. The State of Montana did 
profit from the slaughters in the form of one hundred thousand dollars. 


The other thing that they said at the tirae of the slaughter was those people that were low to 
moderate-income people would have the first choice. When actually the contracts for the 
slaughtered animals that the Tribes dic! not slaughter actually went out-of state 


Excerpts from the Fort Belknap Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Belknap, Montana on 
September 10, 1998 


Comment No, 17732 
William Main 
Gres Ventre Tribe 


A starting point for that would be to talk about educating state people on the importance of buffalo 
to us. These people have got to also rei lize that these buffalo, if they have the disease, it's a foreign 
discase thing. It was given to them by «lomestic livestock that came from another country, similar to 
smal] pox in the Indians. 


But my thoughts on this whole Uiing are to make the buffalo herd within Yellowstone brucellosis 
free. Once that's done, then it's easy to develop a plan on what to do with them afterward. | don't 
think it would be that difficult to round up these buffalo within the Park, or the majority of them, 
test them and dispose of the infected a: imals. And once you have a bruceliosis-certified herd, you 
have a lot less problems. 


If that cannot be done, then | still support the Fort Belknap proposal that was offered last year to 
have the quarantine area here. 


There's always a certain group of peop e that are identified, that are consulted, as the ones that may 
be impacted. One thing that really both:red me in the opening statements was that fact that several 
Tribes, for whatever reason (archeological, anthropological), were going to be consulted. And 
perhaps there's some merit to that beca us. of their location. But we are talking about 
saving bison here and bison are importint to all Indians. And | think from the beginning that the 
intent should have been to contact whatever Indian Tribes wanted to participate and whatever 
individual Indian wanted to participate in these processes. 


in regards to educating the state on this stuff, to teach somebody, they have to be willing to learn. 
For the most part in my lifetime dealings with many of the state officials, they simply don’t care 
when it comes to Indian people becaus we are viewed as second-class citizens. Until the mentality 
changes, then | don't see any reason to try to educate. 


] guess even during the EA process, whatever you call it, there are Tribes that have treaties whose 
original boundaries ran along Yellowstone Park, and | didn't hear any of those Tribes’ intent. 


Save the buffalo. 
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Excerpts from the Fort Belknap Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Belknap, Montana on 
September 10, 1998 


Comment No, 17733 
Joe Fox 
Gros Veatre Tribe 


Your preferred item 7, or choice number 7, talks about controlling the numbers, etcetera. At the 
end, you talk about capture, slaughter, vunting to a lesser degree, | think it is the way it was 
described. I'd be concerned about that ecause to me that would be going right back to where we 
have been for the last several years. In he hard winter, we'd be slaughtering as usual. So instead 
what should be in their plan? Is a plan :.uch as ours, to setup a program on Fort Belknap 
Reservation to take these excess buffal and work the program that we are recommending 


I believe that if we had cooperation of the Park Service to work with us in developing the 
curriculum and project we could do a c operative effort in education like this. 


Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting held at Yellowstone National Park, WY on August 
12, 1998 


Comment No, 17717 
Cecil Garvin 
He-Chuak Nation 


There is a connection that exists yet between Indians and the animals, specifically buffalo, bison. 
The answer is yes There has been a lo! of research done on Indians and buffalo. |c's in the school 
system, the education system. Those research items are in those documents and schoo! materials 
saying, yes there was a connection and yes there is still a connection. 


The question has to be asked why dom sstic bison herd quarantine procedures are different than for 
wild bison quarantine procedures. 
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Bison Management Team 

National Park Service - Sarah Bras sore DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 26287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


| Dear EIS Team: 


I want wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yel\owstone. | oppose the “Preferred Alternative” recommended 
by the state of Montana and the federa government. The Government plan continues the unnecessary 
killing of buffalo moving to public land: outside the park in winter. We can do better. 
Yellowstone's buffalo are too important to sacrifice. They are a source of pride for all of us. 
I endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yeliowstone Buffalo, which will: 
* Maintain wild, free-roaming b iffalo in Yellowstone National Park. 
* Create a large special management area outside the park where buffalo can 
use public lands to survive ha ‘sh winters, and where buffalo will ve managed by 
wildlife professionals 


* Develop scientific buffalo pop: lation goals for this special management area 
outside the park. 


* Relocate buffalo to Indian res< rvations or public lands or use a regulated harvest, 
but only when science demonstrates ‘ ..i available land cannot support more buffalo. 


* Recommend vaccination of cattle within lands adjacent to the special management 
area. 


* Emphasize acquisition of key ‘vinter range lands or easements through public purchase 
from willing sellers. Provide i icentives to modify livestock operations to provide winter 
foraging opportunities for buffalo outside the park. 


In addition: Fran h jon tc heading © 
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teaes ofits Gupsunntag tate Wiiemenans | copes tho Cretan dieemnatey emmmantes 
by the state of Mentana and the federal government. The Government plan continues the unnecessary 
kilbng of buffsle moving to public bs nds outaide the park in winter We can do bectar. 
Yellowstone's buffalo are too import unt te sacrifice They are ¢ source of pride for el) of us 
] endorse the Citeens’ Plan to Seve Yellowstone Buffalo, which will: 
* Maintain wild, free roamis g buffalo ia Vellowstene Natione! Perk. 
* Create o large opecia) mer agernent ares outside the perk where buflale can 
use public lands to survive hersh winters, and where buffalc will be managed by 
* Develop scientific buflele ; opulation goals for this specia) managemen: arce 
outgde the park. 
* Relocate buffale to Indian reservations ow public lands or use a reguisted harvest, 
but only when acience dew onstrates that available land cannot support more buffalo 


* Revomunend vaccinetion o eattle within lands adjacent to Lhe specs! management 
area. 


* Emphasize ecquisition of Icey winter range lands or easements through public 
Frum willing sellers. Provide imeentives tx modify livestock eperations to prv-i 
foraging opportunities for puffale cutside the perk. 


In addition. PS the nat 
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Newel InterTribal Bison Cooperative HRRBAx 


GLSUn P.0. Box 6105 + Rapid City, South Dakota 57709-8105 Wancr a, Amamn 
PHONE: (605) 384-973¢ - FAX: (605) 394-7742 + E-MAR: ltbc @enetis net =a = 
www.intertribeibieon.org Sus tameana ITY 
October 30, 1998 
Sarah Bransom 
interagency Bison Management F lan, DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 


Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Bransom, 


Please find the enclosed E!S Comments of the interTribal Bison Cooperative in 
response to the “Draft”. 


Thank you. 


* Member Tribes ¢ 
© Blockteet + Cheyerme River Sieur > Chactaw Nation of OR + Coniederated Salish & Kootena! * Crow + Crow Creck Show > Eastern Shewner of OK ¢ Eh Volley Ranciveria ° 
* Randreae Santee Siow ° Fort Peck Tribe: + Fort Befmap Gros Ventre & Assiniboine > Ho-Churh Nation + Kelinpal - Lower Brule Slow * loys Shawnee « 
+ Menornime: Tribe of Wi Mies: Crande Banc of Miwon ix lan: ¢ Medex of OK ° Mambe Puente © Mor Perce > Nerthers arapaho © ‘orthers Cheyenne 
* Guride Nation of Wi Fleurs Puatie + Pojoaque Pueltio * Ponca cf ME * Praitte Rand Potamatomi Nation > Prairie iciand Oukote - Rosebud Sou: > Round Valley Tribes « 
* Sar peer Puente ° Sardhe Pugitho - Santee Sow ° Sat Sch ate CNppene + ShoshaneBarmnect Stow * Southern Ute + Spit Lake Siem « 
* Spokane + Standing Rock Siow + Tro: Pusbio ¢ lesmque Pueblo + Ute ¢ Winnebage of ME > Yankton Siow * 
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Counments of the InterTribal Bison Cooperative to 
The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the 
State of Montana and Yellowstone National Park. 

The InterTribal Bison Cooperative (ITBC) is a national Native American organization 
which currently represents 47 federally-recognized tribal governments (list attached), from 17 
states, on issues of buffalo restoration and management. Member tribes of the [TBC participate 
through official Tribal Council Resolution (on file). 

Historical Background (from Turek, 1996) 

The area now known as Yellowstone National Park has been inhabited by Native 
Americans for at least 7,500 years. Since the end of the Pleistocene glaciation Native Americans 
have lived, hunted, and traveled in th: Yellowstone ecosystem, evidence of Native occupancy 
abounds. In the 1880s Yellowstone Superintendent, Philetus W. Norns conducted the first 
archaeological surveys im the park, collecting artifacts and documenting sites. During the 1950s 
and 60s there were several archaeoloyical projects conducted in the park but a thorough 
archaeological survey has yet to be completed for Yellowstone National Park. ' 

Early in the nineteenth century, when white fur trappers and explorers first entered the 
region, Shoshoni, Bannock, Crow, and Blackfeet bands were living in the Yellowstone country. 
Interior Salish, (Flatheads), Kalispels, Nez Perces, and Coeur d'Alenes were also familiar with 


the Yellowstone region. as were som: Assiniboine, Arapaho, and Lakota bands. " 


Prior to the creation of the national park in 1872, the Yellowstone country had been 
reserved for Indians. The 1851 Treaty of Fort Laramie, placed all of the land on the western side 


of the Yellowstone River (the river nins south to north within the park boundaries) within, "The 
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territory of the Blackfoot Nation " The Blackfoot territory recognized by this treaty was defined 
as 

“commencing at the mouth of the Muscle-shell river, thence up the Missouri River to its sours, 
thence along the main range of the Rocky Mountains, in a southerly direction, to the head- waters 
of the northern source of the Yellowstone river, thence down the Yellowstone River to the mouth 
of Twenty-five Yard Creek, thence across to the head-waters of the Muscle shell River, and 
thence down the Muscle-shel] River to the place of beginning.” 

The 1851 Treaty of Port Laramie also recognized the Crow's 
nghts to the lands south and cast of the Yellowstone River. 

“The territory of the Crow Nation, commencing at the mouth of Powder River on the 
Yellowstone; thence up Powder River to its source; thence along the main range of the Black 
Hills and Wind River Mountains to the head-waters of the Yellowstone River, then: e down the 
Yellowstone River to the mouth of Twenty-five Yard Creek; thence to the b ed waters of the 
Muscle-shell River; thence down the Muscle-shell River to its mouth; thence to the head-waters 
of Big Dry Creek, and thence to its mouth.” “ 

Near the mouth of the Judith River, in October of 1855, Isaac |. Stevens negotiated a 
treaty with th= Blackfeet and several other Northwest Indian tribes. Article 3, of the treaty 
recognized a common Indian hunting ground in the territory of the upper Missouri and 
Yellowstone Rivers. This common b minting ground was reserved for tribes living on both sides of 
the Rocky Mountains. Residing east »f the Continental Divide were the “Blackfoot Nation, 
consisting of the Piegan, Blood, Blackfoot, and Gros Ventres tribes of Indians.” The treaty's 
western Indians were the "Flathead \ ation, consisting of the Flathead, Upper Pend d'Oreille, and 
Kootenay tribes of Indians, and the Sez Perce’ tribe of Indians.” Article 3 0: the treaty described 


the common hunting ground and the hts and privileges of the tribes. 


“The Blackfoot Nation consent and ugree that al) that portion of the country recognized and 
defined by the treaty of Laramie as Blackfoot territory, lying within lines drawn from the Hell 
Gate or Medicine Rock Passes in the main range of the Rocky Mountains, in an easterly 
direction to the nearest source of the Muscle Sheil River, thence to the mouth of Twenty-five 
Yard Creek, thence up the Yellowsto oe River to its northern source, and thence along the main 
range of the Rocky Mountains, in a northerly direction, to the point of beginning, shal! be a 


VEG 


common hunting-ground for ainety-1ine years, where all the nations, tribes and bands of indians, 


parties to this treaty may enjoy 
equal and uninterrupted privileges of hunting, fishing and gathering fruit, grazing animals, cunng 


meat and dressing robes. They further agree that they will not establish villages, or in any other 
way exercise exclusive rights within ten miles of the northern line of the common hunting- 
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Provided, That the western indians, parties to this treaty, may hunt on the trail leading down the 
Muscle Sheil to the Yellowstone, the Muscle Shell River being the boundary separating the 
Blackfoot from the Crow territory.” '’ 

The 1868 Fort Laramie Treat, with the Crows greatly reduced the tribe's territory. A new 
southern reservation boundary was d awn along the 45th parallel leaving « small parce! of land, 
east of the Yellowstone River within the Crow Reservation. In 1872 this parcel of land on the 
Crow Reservation was included within the boundaries of Yellowstone National Park. ' 

Although the Shoshoni and Bannock's treaties did not include references to the 
Yellowstone area, Shoshonis and Bannocks lived and hunted in the park until the end of the 
nineteenth century. The Sheepeater E and, or Tukudikas, lived year-round in Yellowstone 
National Park. Other bands of Shoshonis and Bannocks traveled through the park during 
seasonal migrations, often staying in the Yellowstone country throughout the summer. An 
Indian route across the northern tier « f the park became known as the Bannock Trail. The trail 
was often used by the other western tribes traveling to and from the buffalo grounds in Wyoming 
and Montana. 

In 1872 Congress created Yellowstone National Park, and although the Yellow tone 
country had been included in several Indian treaties, there are no references to Indian tribes or 
treaties in the Yellowstone Park Act. 

In spite of the evidence of Na ive occupancy and use, a popular belief that Indians were 
afraid of Yellowstone's geysers and thermal features became part of the park's history. Probably 
stemming from concerns that the Nez Perce ret-eat through the park in 1877, and the Bannock 
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War of 1878, would deter visitors, Yellowstone's second superintendent Philetus W Norris, 
spread the notion that Indians feared entering the park. Although it was based upon 
misconceptions and ignorance of Native beliefs, the idea that Indians were afraid of geysers, mud 
pots, and other thermal features confirmed to Indian stereotypes embraced by white Amencans. 
The myth that Indians were afraid of the park also made the government's attempts to remove 
Native Americans from Yellowstone National Park easier As recently as the 1950s Yellowstone 
Park Ranger trainees were told, “Indi ans never lived in Yellowstone Park because they were 
afraid of geysers ” Anthropologists aid historians also promoted this idea in acadermic and 
popular writings. " 

In his efforts to secure the park for the touring public, Norris traveled to the Indian 
reservations surrounding Yellowstom: National Park, requesting assurances from the tribes that 
they would no longer enter the park. Norris also lobbied politicians in Washington D C., asking 
that they address Yellowstone's “Indi mn problem,” warning the Indian commissioner that if 
Indians continued to come into the perk they would do so “only at the peril of a conflict.” 

in preparation for conflict No: ris constructed a fortress-like headquarters on the crest of 
Capito! Hill east of Mammoth Terrac:s. The superintendent also recommended the elimination 
of Crow lands in Yellowstone, claiming that the three-mile strip was never “occupied, owned, or 
even claimed by the Crows." 

In 1880 Norris’ efforts proved fruitful, the Crows agreed to relinquish their claims to 
lands in the park cast of the Yellowstone River. The Crow agreement of 1880, ratified in 1882, 
appeared to leave Yellowstone National Park free from any future Indian claims. "" 

By the late 1880s Yellowstone's Indians were restricted to reservations. With the 
elimination of Indian lands within the park's boundaries, it appeared that Yellowstone's “Indian 
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problem" had been solved. During this same period the survival of the Yellowstone buffalo herd 
became e national concern. 

In 1885 George Bird Grinne! reported that there were loss than one thousand buffalo left 
in North American. Not more than t vo hundred of the shaggy survivors lived in Yellowstone 
National Park, one of the few remaining buffalo herds left on the continent. And this remuant of 
the once vast herds was being threatened with extinction by poachers. The U.S. Army was called 
in to patrol Yellowstone and remove the poachers. A number of projects designed to protect and 
enhance the park's herd were also ini iated. In 1896 it was suggested that a buffalo reserve be 
created on Yellowstone Lake's Dot I: land. 

The Dot Island reserve was & camed up by Captain E.C. Waters, operator of a steamboat 
service on Yellowstone Lake. Water’ | project enjoyed only limited success, his passengers were 
soon complaining about the poor con ditions on the island. In an attempt to stimulate tourist's 
interest in his Dot Island tour, Water: requested permission in 1899 “to have a few Indians, . 
kept in their wigwams and located or Dot Island in Yellowstone | ake from June | Sth to 
September | Sth.” Although the Secretary of the Interior approved Waters request, the inclusion 
of Indians on Dot Island does not apg car to have taken place. In 1925 another attempt at 
including Indians and buffalo in the ¢ark proved more successful. “™ 

At the end of the summer of 1925 Yellowstone Superintendent Horace M. Albright 
invited a number of Crow Indians to vamp in the park and assist in the round-up of the 
Yellowstone buffalo herd. Referred t) as “buffalo plains week,” by Albright, the event was a big 
hit with tourists. Visitors were taken )n stagecoaches to Indian camps “with their tepees, open 
fires, travois, and handiwork of the tr be, and peopled with braves, squaws, and papooses,” and 
treated to “a vivid reminder of the fact that not so many years ago the ancestors of these very 
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Indians roamed and hunted over the |ands in this vicinity.” Not only were the Crows dressed in 
buckskins and feathers, and camping in colorful tepees, they were also chasing buffalo Buffalo 
plains week failed to become an annual event, but by the carly 1930s the Crows were again 
becoming involved in the manageme xt of the park's buffalo herd. " 

In 1931, Max Bigman, a Crow tribal member, recommended that « buffalo herd be 
started on the Crow reservation with thirty head from Yellowstone's herd. The park had recently 
begun culling its herd, sending the m at, hides, and heads to Indian reservations in Montana and 
Wyoming, Bigman realized that here was a source of live buffalo for the Crows. Due to lack of 
range and insufficient support from te BIA, Bigman's herd never materialized. But three years 
later the Crow Tribal Council voted ( establish a tribal herd in the reservation's Big Horn 
Canyon, * 

Robert Yellowtail, Crow tribes! member, and BIA agency superintendent, acquired the 
first live buffalo from Yellowstone National Park in 1934. According to park records twelve live 
buffalo were shipped in 1934, 96 in 1935, and 90 in 1936, other documents reveal that an even 
larger number of buffalo were turned over to the Crows. Due to a fear of spreading brucellosis, 
the shipment of live buffalo from the park was discontinued in 1945.“ 


Superintendent Yellowtail's ir terest in Yellowstone National Park concerned more than 
buffalo, at times he requested trout, ¢ k, and bear from the park. In 1935 Yellowtail suggested 
that Crow tribal members be admittec| to the park free of charge maintaining, “that the Park was 
formerly a part of the Crow Reservation and that the Park was taken from the Crows without 
any compensation whatsoever.” Yell »wtail's request triggered an investigation by the BIA's 
Land Division. The Bureau's investi; ation revealed that Crow lands within the boundaries of the 
national park had been included in the: treaties of 1851, 1868, and the agreement of 1882. The 


185] Treaty of Fort Laramie, never ratified by Congress, reserved for the Crows a large area in 
both Montana and Wyoming, cast of the Yellowstone River, now within the boundaries of the 
national park. The 1868 treaty with | he Crows left the tribe with a small portion of land cast of 
the Yellowstone River. The agreem« nt dated June 21, 1880, and ratified April 11, 1882, tured 
over this small portion of the Crow F eservation within Yellowstone National Park to the United 
States. 

Although Yellowstone stopped shipping live buffalo to Indian reservations in 1945 due to 
fear of spreading brucellosis, other nitional parks continued the practice. South Dakota's Wind 
Cave National Park which also begat: shipping live buffalo to Indian 
reservations in the early 1930s, conti ues to transfer live animals to tribes. North Dakota's 
Theodore Roosevelt National Park, has also supplied Indian reservations with live buffalo. 

The Blackfeet, the first tribe to receive buffalo carcasses from Yellowstone National 
Park, were approached by Glacier Ni tional Park officials in the 1930s about developing a 
cooperative buffalo herd. But a histo: y of disputes with Glacier National Park over hunting rights 
and the park's boundary, and continu ng efforts by the Park Service to take land from the tribe, 
earned the enmity of the Blackfeet. ( onsequently the tribe was not interested in any cooperative 
arrangements with the Park Service ‘1 the 1930s." 

In 1965 the director of the Netional Park Service requested the assistance of the BIA in a 
bison removal program at Yellowstone. Nothing ever came of this request and it was not until 
1992 that Indian tribes once again be :ame involved in the transfer of live buffalo from 
Yellowstone National Park.“” (end r otes attached) 


SLNIWWOD 


162 


14,484 contd. 


Legal Issues and Precedence Regarding Tribal Lavolvement 


The preferred alternative for jong-term management of Yellowstone bison perpetuates the 
slaughter of the Nation's last free-ro: ming bison herd to protect the same livestock interests that 
eradicated the American bison from \Native American lands in the |}%h Century. The 
Department of Interior and State of Montana must acknowledge and accommodate the repeated 
requests from Tribal Nations to imploment a more humane and respectful bison management 
policy . 

Native American religious co werns and cultural values are embedded and impacted by 
management decisions concerning th: survival of the last free-roaming bison to survive the 19th 
Century. In prayer pipe ceremonies on the steps of the United States and Montana Capitols, and 
in the bison killing fields along the Yellowstone and Madison Rivers, Native American political 
and religious leaders have pleaded w th Federal and State officials to stop the unjustified 
slaughter of Yellowstone bison. 


On February 12, 1997--in the middle of the largest bison slaug!ier of the 20th Century--Fort 
Peck Tribal Chairman Caleb Shields nade a plea in a special address to a joint session of the 
Montana Legislature regarding Yello wstone bison: 


Like us, they are the last survivors. Those of our ancestors tha! survived the 
19th Century found sanctuar), on reservations In 1894, the lasi wild buffalo 
herd left in the United tates~about 20 head-—found sanctuary in 
Yellowstone Park. 


| speak for all Montana Indiim Nations when | say that the slaughter of this 
wild herd must stop. The kiling is out of hand. Hundreds of buffalo have 
been slaughtered without evei1 attempting to test them for brucellosis... . 


Our cultures are different oi: this isswe. Under our religion, buffalo are 
respected They are good mdicine. Their skulls and hides adorn our most 
sacred lodges. We still dance, sing and pray to them. What is occurring now 
outside Yellowstone Park is disrespectful. . 


At the close of the !9th Cemury, Indian Nations do not have a seat at the 
table on buffalo policy. We deserve a seat at the table now. This issue is 
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fundamental to our culture ard we believe we can contribute to this policy in 
a positive and respectful mar ner | 


His plea fell on deaf cars. The slaug vter of Yellowstone bison escalated after his address. 


The member Tribes of the TBC hav: joined with national, regional and local conservation 
groups and communities to develop 1: balanced alternative. The Citizen's Plan accommodates 
the rational concerns with the spreac of brucellosis, while recognizing that the Yellowstone 
bison herd is a National treasure that should be protected and allowed to roam within the context 
of defined management areas and less letha) management tools. 


Yellowstone bison policy needs to st ift from the lethal management schemes employed in the 
past and embodied in the EIS preferrsd alternative, to stewardship schemes as reflected in the 
Citizen's Plan. Just as jurisdiction for Federal Indian Policy was transferred in the 19th Century 
from the Department of \’ ; to the [ epartment of Interior, bison policy at Yellowstone must 
undergo a similar transitiva. As the )|st Century approaches, bison policy must not continue to 
be controlled by thinly-veiled 19th Century attitudes, biases, and economic interests. The 
United States Government and the Siate of Montana must adhere to the legal and mora! 
obligation to act as a guardian--rathe * than executioner—-of the Nation's last wild bison herd. 


This long-overdue shift in policy and attitude has profound implications for Native American 
people that extend far beyond the Yellowstone ecosystem. This is one of the reasons the 
Yellowstone bison saga has resonate | so strongly across Indian Country. Many Indian Tribes 
and Native Americans believe that the plight of the Yellowstone herd is inextricably tied to their 
own survival. They believe that respect for the Yellowstone bison and the defense of the bison’s 
inherent right to prosper in the Yello wstone ecosystem are intertwined with Native American 
prophecies that portend the return of the Buffalo Nation. The United States Government and the 
State of Montana appear oblivious to this cultural concern, though it has been made repeatedly 
by tribal political and cultural leader: . 


" See Declaration of Mike Fox, at 8 ind Exhibit 2. A copy of this Declaration and 
attachments is in enclosed and incor, orated herein by reference. 
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The forty-seven Tribal Nations repre sented by the ITBC are dedicated to restoring bison to North 
America and to restoring cultural anc religious respect for bison. The management policy 
proposed for the Yellowstone bison lerd will only result in the continuation of bison slaughter 
without justification. The [TBC Triles request that the Department of Interior honor its 
fiduciary and legal obligation to cons ult with Tribal Nations on this matter and modify its bison 
policy accordingly. Since time imm smorial (pre-biblical times), Native Americans have 
enjoyed a special cultural relationship with American bison. Many tribal creation stories and 
religious ceremonies center around the bison. The United States Government and the State of 
Montana have ao such cultural or historical relationship with bison. As the millennium of 
colonization and industrialization cores to an end, the time has come for the United States 
Government to acknowledge the historic and cultural relationship that exists between Tribal 
Nations and the Buffalo Nation, and illow the Tribal Nations a seat at the table in developing 
bison management policy--especially when this policy concerns the continued survival of the 
Nation's last surviving wild bison he d. 


TTBC submits that such a change in ison policy is justified not only because of moral and 
historical and cultural context. It is also required by law and policy. Several principles of 
federal |aw and policy converge to provide a legal foundation for a new Yellowstone bison 
policy that affords recognition and re spect for the cultural and religious relationship Tribal 
Nations enjoy with the Nation’s last : urviving free-roaming bison herd. This penumbra of rights 
logically begins with another “specia relationship” which the Supreme Court recognized and 
enforced 166 years ago which grew cut of the historic relationship between Tribal Nations and 
the United States Government. 


Courts have long recognized that a “special relationship” exists between the United States and 
Indian tribes. Northern Chevenne Ir be v. Hodel, 12 Ind. L. Rep. 3065, 3070 (D. Mont. 1985), 
rev'd in part on other grounds, 851 F.2d 1152 (9th Cir. 1988). See also, Chambers, judicial 
Enforcement of the Federal Trust Re: ponsibility, 27 Stan. L. Rev. 1213 (1975); F. Cohen, 
Handbook of Federal lodian Law, at 220-21 (1982 ed.). The relationship between the federal 
government and Indian tribes has been likened to that of a “ward to a guardian,” Cherokee 


Nation y. Georgia, 30 U.S. (5 Pet.) 1, 17 (1831), and imposes fiduciary duties upon the federal 
government. Seminole Nation v. Us died States. 316 U.S. 286, 296-97 (1942). 


These duties collectively are known as the “federal rust responsibility,” a doctrine which has 
been applicd by courts in a variety of situations to require federal considevation and protection of 
Indian rights. The trust responsibil ty applies not only to on-reservation dealings with tribal 
property but also to federal action 91 tgide the reservation which affect tribal interests. Northem 
Cheyenne Tribe, 12 Ind. L. Rep. at 3070; Pyramid Lake Paiute y, Navy, 898 F.2d 1410, 1420 
(9th Cir. 1990). The “trust doctrin« is not limited to situations in which the government is 
managing property owned by an Ind an tribe...” Erie v, Secretary of the United States 
Department of Housing and Urban [ ‘evelopment, 464 F. Supp. 44, 49 (D. Alaska 1978), citing 
Morton vy. Ruiz, 415 U.S. 199, 236 (1974). 


The Ninth Circuit has held that “any Federal government action is subject to the United States’ 
fiduciary responsibilities toward the indian tribes.” (emphasis in original). An agency's 
conflicting substantive responsibiliti:s do not relieve it of its trust obligation. See Pyramid Lake 
Paiute vy. Morton, 354 F. Supp. 252 (D. D.C. 1973). Where the “special relationship” exists, 
federal officials must not only consiler but must also affirmatively protect Indian interests when 
carrying out their official duties. Northern Cheyenne Tribe, at 3171. Even though the 
Department of Interior may have cor flicting responsibilities regarding the “national interest,” the 
Northern Chevenne court held that these conflicts did not relieve the government of its trust 
responsibilities to the Tribe: 

To the contrary, identifying and fulfilling the trust responsibility is ¢vyen more 

important in situations such as the present case where an agency's conflicting 


goals and responsibilities combined with political pressure asserted by non- 
Indians can lead federal agen :ies to compromise or ignore Indian rights. 


Id. (emphasis added). 
The Nacional Park Service's acts are subject to its fiduciary duty to Native American Tribes 


where its actions impacts their interests. In the present case, this fiduciary duty dovetails nicely 
with the Park Service's duty to prote >t wild bison. The Organic Act that applies to Yellowstone 
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Park states that the purpose of natior al parks “is to conserve the scenery and the natural and 
historic objects and the wildlife therap and to provide for the enjoyment of the same in such 
mannez and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future 
generations.” 16 U.S.C. § | (emphesis added). Therefore the exercise of its fiduciary duty 
owned to Tribes can easily be carried vut in concert with its statutory obligation to protect 
wildlife under the Organic Act. 


intertwined in this trust obligation is the special commitment and directive issued by President 
Bill Clinton requiring that glj federal agencies in his administration proactively consult and 
confer with Tribal Nations on matters that affect tribal interests. At the historic gathering of all 
Tribal Nations at the White House on April 29, 1994, President Clinton made this commitment 
to the Tribal Nations: 


Lei. me speak for a moment sbout religious freedom, something precious to you, 
something deeply enshrined in our Constitution. For many of you traditional 
religions and ceremonies are he essence of your culture and your very existence. . 
. . No agenda for religious freedom will be complete until traditional Native 


This. then fist pins _ 
ideatity and your sovereignty (emphasis added) 


President Clinton backed this commi unent up with a Memorandum Directive he signed that day. 
That Memorandum Directive was ad iressed to the heads of al] Executive Departments and 
governments. It states that in recogn tion of the “unique legal relationship with Native American 
tribal governments,” the President directs that “each executive department and agency shal) 
consult, 10 the greatest extent pracucible and to the extent permitted by law, with tribal 
governments prior to taking actions t at affect federally recognized tribal governments. All 
such consultations are to be open and candid so that al] interested parties may evaluate for 
themselves the potential impact of re. evant proposals. ' 


That is not what occurred here. The Department of Interior and State of Montana negotiated in 
private over the preferred alternative now proposed in the Draft EIS. No prior consultation 
between the Federal Agency and Trit al Nations occurred, notwithstanding the repeated requests 
of Tribal leaders to have a seat at the table. 


In fact, one month after Chairman Caleb Shields made his ples to have Tribes be seated at the 
table regarding Yellowstone bison minagement in his address to the Montana Legislature, the 
Chairman of the Montana- Wyoming Tribal Leaders Council, Michael T. Pablo, made the same 
request in written testimony which w.s read to Secretary Babbitt, Secretary Glickman, Governor 
Racicot, and other officials at the Ma‘ch 21, 1997, Gardiner, Montana, public meeting on the 
request betore the Legislature t'i< aonth before, Chairman Pablo stated: 


On March 6, Tribal religious leaders held a National Day of Prayer for the Park bison on the 
steps of the U.S. And Montana Capitols, and here at Gardiner. To add insult to injury, bison 
were slaughtered while this prayer was taking place, and Montana Department of Livestock 
officials objected and laughed when participants asked to pray over the killed bison. 


The Montana-Wyoming Tribal Leaders Council strongly supports the alternative put forth by the 
Inter Tribal Bison Cooperative: quarvntine the bison that test negative for brucellosis, and return 
them to tribal and public land as an « Iternative to slaughter. 
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We are also aware that federal and state officials are having internal discussions regarding the 
alternatives that will be proposed ii: the draft environmental impact statement that will control 
long-term Park bison policy. We request that the views of the Indian Nations be afforded equal 
_. On behalf of Montana Tribes—and all Indian Nations—I 


sensitive to the special concerns of Iadian vibes in historic preservation issues, which often 

sxtend beyond Indian lands to other historic properties.” 36 C.F.R. § 800.1(c)iii)(The Section 
106 regulations). When an undertaking may affect properties of historic value to an Indian tribe 
on non-Ladian lands, the consulting >arties shall afford such tribe the opportunity to participate 
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weight in these policy decisions . 
respectfully call on you to stop the slaughter of our Buffalo Nation and to provide the Indian as interested parties. kd? Properties of traditic al religic and cultural i ‘ to an Indian 
bison herd (emphasis added) tribe . . . may be determined eligible for inclusion on the National Register.” 16 U.S.C. § 


Notwithstanding these point blank requests from tribal leaders 1. Federal and State leaders, the | 4708(4)(6)(A). 
Tribal Nations’ request for a seat at ihe table was ignored. The commitment to “government-to- 
government” consultation was ignored. Instead, private negotiations took place between the 
Department of Interior and the State of Montana wherein the Department of Interior acceded to 
the political pressure from Montana livestock interests. The draft EIS was released without any 

with the result that the Tribes and conservation groups had to prepare an 
entirely new alternative to present to the agencies due to the lack of consideration and 
consultation of their views. 


While there may be no precedent for designating wildlife as an historic resource and object under 
the NHPA, the present circumstance are unique. This is the last surviving, free-roaming bison 
herd in the United States. This herd has special historical significance to the Nation at large, and 
to Tribal Nations in particular. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s Statement on 


The exclusion of the Tribal Nations’ from this process was not only a violation of the federal mA 
Religious and Cultural Imporuince p-ovides guidance in this matter: 


trust responsibility and President Cliaton’s commitment to consult and confer with Tribal 
Nations, it also flies in the face of th: consultation requirements under the National Historic 
Preservation Act (“NHPA”). The Yellowstone bison herd is a national treasure. This herd is 
unique. These bison are the last fre::-roamsing bison to survive the bison holocaust of the | 9th 
Century. It is also now indisputable. -though apparently still oblivious to some--that American 
Indian tribes have a special kinship and relationship to this herd that is based in history and 
culture. For example, throughout th: Nation, solemn prayer pipe ceremonies have been offered 
for this special bison herd because o/ its unique significance. 

The NHPA states that “{i}t shall be the policy of the Federal Government, in cooperation 
with ... Indian tribes . . . to . . . administer federally owned, administered, or controlled 
present and future generations. 16 U.S.C. § 470-1(3). The Secretary of the Interior is authorized 
to expand and maintain a National R 2gister of Historic Places composed of districts, sites, "See algo 16 U.S.C. § 4700(d\(1(A) and (B)(Secretary shall assist Indian tribes in preserving 
buildings, structures, and objects significant in American history... and culture.” 16 U.S.C. § el a ee aa eamemmeGems 
470a(aX(1A). The federal agency ‘vith contro! over these historic resources “should be 


Historic properties with traditiona| religious and cultural importance (“traditional cultural 
Properties”) are essential to maintaining the cultural integrity of Indian tribes and Native 
Hawaiian organizations. Such properties are critical to the cultural lives of many Native 
American communities. To preserve the character of such properties in the context of Federal 
ee See Se Serna sae ta pe a pr 


The principles of regulatory flexibil ty set forth in Section 800.3(b) should be employed by the 
participants in the Section 106 process. Traditional cultural properties are an integral part of the 
living communities and must be vie 
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wand the American Religious Freedom Act (42 U.S.C § 


The eligibility criteria under 36 C.}'R. § 60.4 support the eligibility of the Yellowstone bison 
herd to the National Register. Sectin 60 4 provides: 


The quality of significance i American history... and objects thet possess integrity of 
location... feeling and asso: 
or (b) that are associated 


a. significant contribution to 
with the lives of persons significant in our past; or (¢) that embody the distinctive 
1... or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity 
whose components may laci. individual distinction; or (d) that have yielded, or may be 
likely to yield, information isaportant in prehistory or history.” 


The Yellowstone bison would be eligible under nearly all of these criteria, but need only qualify 
under one. 


Section 106 requires the National Perk Service to take into account the effect of any undertaking 
on any site or object that is eligible for inclusion in the National Register prior to the 
undertaking. The Act is clear that t x¢ Section 106 review must be done prior to the expenditure 
of any federal funds on the undertiking, 16 U.S.C. § 470f. The National Park Service has 
violated this requirement in the present case. It is an accomplice to the largest bison slaughter in 
the 20th Century. It has constructed a capture facility in the Reese Creek area for the purpose of 
collecting bison for slaughter. Moreover, it has expended substantial expenditures on the 
disastrous Interim Bison Plan (which will again be in effect this winter) and in proposing its 
equally-flawed preferred alternative. It has not complied with its Section 106 legal obligations. 
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The National Park Service has a lejgal obligation to consult the affected Indian Tribes on this 
undertaking and to gyoid or mitigais damage or destruction of this historic bison herd. 16 U.S. 
C. § 470b-2(aX2\(D) and (b). This ¢ has failed to do. Because the proposed management plan 
and recent slaughter of the Yellowstone bison herd impacts tribal religious concerns associated 
with this herd, the National Park Ser ice must also respect and comply with the American Indian 
Religious Freedom Act, 42 U.S.C. § 1996, and the directives pronounced by President Bill 
Clinton to respect tribal cultural and religious values and consult with Tribes on a government- 
to-government basis. 


Because the [TBC believes that th: State of Montana has received federal funding or other 
federal assistance in past bison management policies and in the preparation and/or 
implementation of the proposed preferred alternative, the Section 106 requirements of NHPA 
apply with equal force to it. Moreover, state officials must act consistent with the Montana 
Constitutional commitment to rec gnize "the distinct and unique cultural heritage of the 
American Indians” (Article X, Section 1, 1972 Montana Constitution) and “provide for the .. . 
preservation, and administration of . . . historic [and] cultural . . . objects (Article [X, Section 4, 
1972 Montana Constitution). 


In conclusion, the Department of In erior and the State of Montana have failed to carry out its 
moral and legal obligation to consu t with affected Tribal Nations prior to release of the draft 
EIS. This has prejudiced and corrupted the process because none of the alternatives proposed in 
the EIS reflect a commitment to stswardship principles. The preferred alternative will only 
result in future needless bison slaughter, destruction of a national treasure, and continued 
disregard for Tribal cultural concems. The Citizen’s Plan reflects an appropriate balance 
between stewardshij and profession] management of the Nation's last remaining free-roaming 
bison. 
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Weakmessss of all the ELS Alicrna tyes: 


1. Lack of coordination/consult ition with Tribes. Tribes, as detailed above, are sovereign 
governments, and as such, m ist be consulted on issues which effect their resources. This 
consultation has been entire! lacking in this process. This lack of consultation 
constitutes a breach of NEPA regulation, and the trust responsibility of the (S 
goverament. 


2. The EIS process fails to recoynize the unique cultural, historical, and legal relationship 
between Tribes and the buffalo which pro-dates all subsequent authorities. 


Due to these blatant and overriding deficiencies in all the management alternatives 
presented, further analysis of these a ternatives is futile and unwarranted In place of the 
preseuted alternatives, we submit, support, and request full consideration of the alternative listed 
below, known as the “Citizen's Plan’’; 


The Citizen's Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo 


The Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowst.ne Buffalo is the only plan to efficiently and 

protect Yellowstone's buffalo, the la gest wild, free-roaming herd in the United States, while 
pursuing reasonable nsk managemer ( strategies. It is supported by groups and individuals from 
Greater Yellowstone and across the « ountry, including sportsmen, Native American tribes, 
ranchers, conservationists, scientists, park visitors, business people, and others. The plan would 
be in place for 10 years, and would be reviewed in the context of new scientific information. It 
represents a balanced solution while working (o establish better scientific information on which 
to base future management decisions. The Citizens’ Plan states: 


* Yellowstone National Park shouk! not be managed as a 200 or theme park, or a cattle ranch. It 
must be managed as a ‘natural’ natio x! park. Yellowstone's buffalo, the largest wild, free- 
roaming herd in the United States, w Il be protected. Buffalo will not be captured, tested, shot, 
or removed to quarantine or slaughter from within the park. 


* Yellowstone buffalo and other wik life will be managed by wildlife professionals, using the 
best wildlife management techniques Management of wild buffalo outside the park will be 
returned to the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife and Parks. 


* Buffalo will be allowed to ase public lands outside the park, within the boundaries of a 
Special Management Area (SMA). | he purpose of the SMA is to identify an area including 
winter range contiguous to the park \ hich buffalo can use. Buffalo must be allowed to use public 
lands in the SMA, with minima! bum an interference. On the north side, the SMA boundary will 
be the mouth of Yankee Jim Canyon On the west side, the boundary will be the Gallatin 
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National Forest boundary to the Taylor Fork-Buffalo Horn drainage. The SMA boundaries will 
be reasonably enforced. 

- Sctentifically-based herd sive limits, based on interspecies ecology, range health, 
population viability and other factors, will be established for the public lands outside the park 
within the SMA. If additional public lands become available, for example through land 
exchange, casement, or public purchuse, these limits would be modified to reflect the increased 
availability of these winter range larvis to buffalo. These herd size limits will be reviewed 
periodically by a cooperative managiment team which includes wildlife professionals from the 
conservation community and Indian ribes as well as state and federal agencies. 

- A scientifically-based minhawm buffalo berd size will be established. It will consider 
average winter habitat availability w thin and outside the park in the SMA, and potential winter 
severity. Currently, the proposed mi sinvum herd size for lands within the park is 1700 buffalo. 
This herd size should be increased to include consideration of winter habitat outside the park. 
Under no circumstances will the buflalo herd be reduced below this adjusted minimum herd size. 

- Buffalo must be managed »atside the park on lands within the SMA. Options for 
managing buffalo as the herd size ap) roaches the maximum limit for the public lands outside the 
park include transferring live excess vuffalo to Indian reservations and other public lands, and 

regulated harvest of exc.ss buffalo (not to be conducted by government officials). 
This choice of managernent removal strategies (relocation or harvest) recognizes the need for 
flexible wildlife management option: that give mangers the opportunity to choose the option that 
is more appropriate in a particular location and situation. 

- Where buffalo presence conflicts with cattle use of public lands, the Forest Service 
will change grazing allotments to acc ommodate buffalo use. Separation of buffalo and cattle on 
public lands will be achieved by adjusting the type of use, timing or location of livestock grazing 
on the allotments to maintain the des red 

- Where publi lands are noi used for cattle grazing any time of the year, such as at 
Eagle Creek, or where other acquisitions or incentives pro /ide for buffalo use, bufTalo are 
allowed to remain, and no hazing or capture will occur unless the number is above the 
established berd objectives for buffal> in that area. 


* Buffalo herds will not be allowed on private lands without the consent of the landowner if 
those buffalo threaten private property or human safety. They may instead be removed using 
traditional wildlife management tech tiques if reasonable hazing efforts have failed. The choice 
of management removal strategies (r:location or harvest) recognizes the need for flexible 
wildlife management options that give mangers the opportunity to choose the option that is more 
appropriate in a particular jocation ar d situation. 

- Montana, Wyoming and Idaho are encouraged to require vaccination of cattle within 
and immediately adjacent to the SM/, if such a regulation is not already in place. 

- Private entities, in coordination with government agencies, will work to establish a 
voluntary program to compensate for private property damage costs incurred by natural 
buffalo movements. Only damage to fences and other permanent structures would be eligible for 
compensation. In order for property »wners to receive compensation, they must abide by the 
management objectives identified in his plan for Yellowstone buffalo. 
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* To better accommodate buffalo oo important winter range adjacent to the park, agencies and 
organizations will aggressively purs se a program of working with private landowners to acquire 
lands or casements through public p chase from willing sellers. They will offer incentives to 
modify livestock operations (changes in type, timing, location of use) on the intermingled private 
lands. Current priorities areas are north of the park and Horse Butte west of the park. 

- The agencies will support (\¢ current effort to acquire private land winter range aorth 
of the park between Reese Creek aid Yankee Jim Canyon. 


* An interagency /tribal/public cooperstive management team of wildlife professionals must 
be established and will mect on an annual basis to review buffalo and other wildlife populations, 
range and climate conditions, and other factors to assist in determining buffalo management 
outside the park. Members of the public will have an opportunity to comment on these plans. 


* A pasture-type bison bealth cert fication facility will be located within Montana, Wyoming 
or Idaho to facilitate transfer of live excess buffalo to Indian reservations or public lands. [1 will 
not be located within the park or the SMA or where significant resources or natural processes 
would be placed at risk because of the facility, including wildlife migrations ot winter range 
immediately outside the park. Siting of such a facility will involve appropriate environmental 
review and public comment. Live re noval and transfer to quarantine, while inappropriate for 
other wildlife species, is considered acceptable in these circumstances because of the very low 
number of wild buffalo, the concern for keeping more of the wild buffalo alive, and the interest 
of Native Americans in restoring bu Talo to their culture. 

- The current quarantine pr stocel accepted by the Greater Yellowstone Interagency 
Brucellosis Committee must be modified. We believe it is much more invasive, intrusive, time- 
intensive and costly than needed, ani more extreme than what is required of livestock. Instead, 
we support development of a protoc)l that is more effective, efficient, humane and economical. 


* Buffalo may be vaccinated withir the SMA to reduce the seroprevalence of brucellosis in the 
buffalo population only if and when a scientifically-proven safe and effective vaccine for buffalo 
is developed that is also found to be safe on nontarget species, can be administered in a non- 
intrusive manner (preferably throug! oral delivery) and complies with other management 
objectives of the resource-managing agency. Any program to reduce or eliminate brucellosis in 
Greater Yellowstone buffalo will on y be used in conjunction with other risk management 
strategies outlined in this plan, and v/ill not proceed without similar considerations for the elk 
populations which are also infected ‘vith the disease. 

- Low-risk buffalo, as currently identified by the federal agencies, are bulls, calves, 
yearlings and cows that have already given birth Montana and other states musi ecognize and 
accept this definition of low-risk buffalo. 


* We support researeh on the incidence, distribution, transmission, and control of brucellosis, 

and risk management options. Any research on buffalo must be coordinated among al! agencies, 

including the Department of Interior and respect other management objectives of the agencies. 
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* Changes in winter road grooming practices within the park will be made in the long term if 

See a EE CE OCR einen eae 
access to areas park. changes will be implemented through a process 

including appropriate environmenta! analysis and public comment. . 


A complete analysis of the (Citizens Plan and adoption of this plan as the management 
framework for bison in the Gremer Yellowstone Ecosystem, with the full and complete 
consultation and participation of Native American tribes, is absolutely necessary to the 
constuctive resolution of this issue. The InterTribal Bison Cooperative, and our 47 member 
tribes offer every resource at our dis; osal to stop the killing of these buffalo. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 
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For Norris's reports on archaeclogical sites in Yellowstone see; Philetus 


ris. Annual Report of the Supugintendent of the Yellowstone National Pa 
shington, D.C.: G.P.O., 18679): pp. 10 - 13. i ort of the 


—phe Yehhows cone eae one reek. (Washington, D.C.: G.P.O., 1681): pp. 
th Annual Report of the Superintendent of the Yellowstone National Park." Rep 


Joseph Weixelman, The Power To Evoke W cr: Nati i e se 
lowsto Na l Park. Unpublished Thesis, 1992. pp 1-8 offers a br 
cussion of the Native American history of Yellowstone National Park. 


. Treaty of Fort Laramie With Sioux, Etc., 1651. A copy of the treaty can 
nd in Charles J. Kappler, Indian Affairs Laws and Treaties, vol. II (Washingt 
» 1904), 594-596. 

Treaty With The Blackfeet, 1655. (II Kappler 736). 


Treaty With The Crows, 1668. (II Kappler 1008). 


Weixelman. The Power To Evoke Wonder. The author's thesis is a thorough study 
myth concerning Native fear of Yellowstone. J. Jacob Hoffman. A 1 


logical Survey of Yellowsto.xe Wational Park. Unpublished Masters Thes 
tana State University, 1961. pp. 445. 


. Brigham D. Madsen, The Lemhi: ‘iacajawea's People (Caxton, Idaho, 1990) p. 1 
hard A. Bartlett, Yellowstone: A Wilderness Besieged (University of Ariz 
ss, Tucson, 1985) p. 222, Norris described the two story park headquarte 
lding as having “an octagonal turret or gunroom, nine feet in diameter and 
t high, well loopholed for cifles, end all surmounted by a national flag fif 
ee feet from the ground...." Fi'th Annual Report of the Superintendent of 
lowstone National Park, Washingtcn 1881, p. 46; Agreement With The Crows, 18 
Stat., 42). 


i. Army Records, Letters Sent, Volume I (June 17, 1897 to July 15, 189 
lowstone Archives; Letter from Castain Wilber £. Wilder to Mr. E.C. Waters, Ma 
1699. 


Yellowstone Archives; Horace M. Albright. "Annual Report for Yellowst 
ional Park 1925." page 16. 
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National Archives, Record Grow 75, Central Classified Files, Records of 
eau of Indian, 1907-1939, Crow Agency, File 307.2, 1931, Max Bigman; Letter 
il 14, 1931 from BIA Commissioner C. J. Rhoads to C. H. Asbury, Superintende 
w Agency; Letter of April 20, 931 from Asbury to Rhoads; Letter of April 
1 from B.S. Garber, Acting BIA Cca@missioner to Max Bigman. 


WA, RG 75, CCF, Records of the Sureau of Indian Affairs, 1907-1939, Crow Agen 
e 307.2, Buffalo Range--Transfer Of Buffalo From Yellowstone Park; Wumer 
uments in this file detail tre establishment of the Crow's Buffalo he 
lowstone National Park Archive; Annual Reports for Yellowstone National P 
0-1938; Report for 1934, page 1::, Buffalo Ranch Activities: 165 head of surp 
falo were slaughtered and meat distributed to Indian reservations in Wyoming 
tana, as had been occuring since at least 1930. 1934 was the first year any | 
falo were shipped. “Twelve were shipped alive.” Superintendents of 

lowstone National Park, Annual Feports 1939-1947 V.12; Report of 1945, page 
on, “Largely due to criticism voiced by the American Veterinary Medi 
ociation, the Director, Wationa) Park Service, placed a ban on the shipment 
e bison from Yellowstone, and Dr. £. R. Quotrup, of the Fish and Wildlife Serv 
detailed to carry on an intensive investigation of brucellosis in Park bison 


WA, RG 75, CCF, Records of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, Crow Agency, 19 
9, File 307.2, 1936; Memorandum of December 2, 1935, from Walter #. Woehlke 
Commissioner Collier; Memorandum of December 17, 1935 from Land Division; Let 
date) from BIA to Arno B. Cammerer, Director, NPS. 


i. WA, RG 79, CCF, Records of the National Park Service, 1933- 1949, Glac 
ional Park, Box @ 969; Letter of December 2, 1933, from £.T. Scoy 
erintendent, Glacier N.P., to George Wright, NPS, Division of Wildlife; Letter 
ember 8, 1933, from Scoyen to Director, WPS; Letter of March 28, 1934, f 
ght to Director, NPS; Letter of April 23, 1934 from Scoyen to Director, N 
ter of Feb. 15, 1936 from BIA, Assistant Commissioner to Director, NPS. 


- Telephone conversations with Mark Heckert, Executive Director, The InterTri 
on Cooperative Sept. 1, 1993 and Feb. 2, 1994. In a memo dated November 4, 19 
director of the NPS requested the assistance of the BIA in a bison remo 
gram at Yellowstone National Pa:k. A search of WPS records in Washington D 
led to uncover this memo. The BI/A's records for this period were either destro 
lost during the take over of the BIA's Washington offices by Indian militants 
early 1970s. In early 1994 the Park Service agreed to work with the InterTri 
on Cooperative and Oklahoma Indian tribes in «a buffalo transfer project 
lowstone National Park. 
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Blackfeet Nation 
Browning MT 


Lower Brule Sioux Tribe 
Lower Brule SD 


Loyal Shawnee Tribe 
Tahlequah, OK 
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ATTACHMENT 


James S. Angell 

Douglas L. Honnold 

Sierra Club Legal Defense Fund 
11 E. Main Street Siite C 
Bozeman, Montana 5715 

(406) 586-9699 

Attorneys for Plaintiffs 


Patrick L. Smith 

SMITH & GUENTHER, P.C. 

Attorneys at Law 

615 E. Front Street, Suite 3 

Missoula, MT 59801 

Telephone: (406)721-1070 

Attorney for InterT:ibal Bison Cooperative 


IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MONTANA 


INTERTRIBAL BISON CCOPERATIVE, a non-) 
profit corporation; DEFENDERS OF WILDLIFE, ) 
a non-profit corporation; JACKSON HOLE ) 
ALLIANCE FOR RESPONSIBLE PLANNING, ) 
a non-profit corporation; GREATER ) 
YELLOWSTONE COALITICN, a non-profit )} DECLARATION OF 
corporation; DAVID RITCHEY, an individual, ) MICHAEL FOX 

) 

Plaintiffs, ) 

) 
v. ) 

) 
BRUCE BABBITT, in his official capacity as ) 
Secretary of the Interior; DENIS GALVIN, in ) 
his official capacity as Acting Deputy Director ) 
of the National Park Service; MICHAEL ) 
FINLEY, in his official capacity as Secretary of )} 
Agriculture; MICHAEL DOMBECK, in his ) 
official capacity as Chief of the U.S. Forest ) 
Service; TERRY MEDLEY, in his official ) 
capacity as Administrator of the Animal and ) 
Plant Health Inspection Service; MARC ) 
RACICOT, in his official capacity as Governor ) 
of the State of Montana; LAURENCE ) 


CAUSE NO. 
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PETERSEN, in his ofvicial capacity as ) 
Executive Officer o;’ the Montana Department ) 
of Livestock; MONTANA DEPARTMENT ) 
OF LIVESTOCK, a state agency; PATRICK J. ) 
GRAHAM, in his official capacity as ) 
Director of the Mont:ana Department of Fish, ) 
Wildlife & Parks; MONTANA DEPARTMENT )} 
OF FISH, WILDLIFE & PARKS, ) 

) 

Defendants. ) 

) 
I, Michael Fox, hereby declare as follows: 

1. I am the President of the InterTribal Bison, Inc., a 
non-profit corporation organized and incorporated under the 
laws of the State of Colorado in 1992. The InterTribal Bison, 
Inc. also conducts its activities under the name InterTribal 
Bison Cooperative (*ITBC”). ITBC has its principal office in 
Rapid City, South Dekota. We are the major inter-tribal 
organization in North America whose purpose and mission is 
devoted to restoration and development of bison on tribal 
lands. We focus oir activities exclusively on buffalo. One 
of ITBC’s highest priorities in recent years has been to 
advocate for alternetive solutions to prevent the slaughter of 
the Yellowstone Part bison that leave the Park during the 
wintex. 

2. ITBC is a Wative American organization 
established to aid i1 the restoration and development 
of bison in North America. According to its Article: 
of Incorporation, tha ITBC was founded on the principle 
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that the bison is the lifeblood of the Plains Indian 
people and was a gift from the Creator. Its Articles 
quote the Lakota honoring song in its Statement of 
Principles: “Buffalo Nation, our people are depending 
upon you, 80 we pray that you will be healthy.” 

3. The ITBC reoresents 43 federally-recognized 
Indian tribes that ace voting members of the 
organization. Our member tribes include nearly all of 
the Indian tribes in proximity to Yellowstone Park 
(including tribes that claim treaty rights adjacent to 
the Park): the Crow Tribe, Northern Cheyenne Tribe, 
Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck 
Reservation, Gros Ventres and Assiniboine of the Fort 
Belknap Reservation, Confederated Salish and Kootenai 
Tribes of the Flathead Nation, Blackfeet Tribe, 
Northern Arapaho Tribe of the Wind River Reservation, 


and the Shoshone-8 ock Tribes of the Fort Hall 


Reservation (which include the Sheepeater Band which 
are indigenous to Ye..lowstone Park). In addition to 
our tribal members, ‘:he ITBC has individuals, 


businesses and organ:.zations that are non-voting 


members of the ITBC. These members subscribe to ITBC’s 


purpose and mission. Some of these members have 
businesses in proxim ty to the Yellowstone Park who 
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rely on tourism, and who personally enjoy the 
experience of wild roaming Yellowstone bison. Their 
businesses and persoial enjoyment and ability to watch 
free-roaming wild bison is diminished by the wanton 
slaughter of the Yellowstone bison. The same is true 
for our member tribes and their membership: they too 
enjoy travelling to Yellowstone Park and areas outside 
the Park. Their outioor experience is enriched by 
seeing the Nation’s last wild bison herd roaming on the 
public lands, rather than gunned down or corralled and 
sent to slaughter. 

4. When a new -ribe joins the ITBC we ask them to 
add an eagle feather or an appropriate offering to 
ITBC’s Ally Staff, wiich is done in a prayerful manner 
within the circle ani presence of all members. This 
staff symbolizes the alliance between the Indian 
Nations and the Buffalo Nation, an alliance that has 
existed for centuries before Europeans arrived in North 
America. We do this ceremony hecause the buffalo 
restoration activities of the ITBC has a fundamental 
religious and cultural purpose, in addition to any 
economic development purpose. We pray that our circle 
of Indian Nations will remain united and strong to 
assist the Buffalo Nation, which seeks to return to 
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North America as prophesied by many of our member 
tribes’ religions. We collectively pray to the 
Buffalo Nation at all of our meetings because our 
Native American religion and culture have always allied 
itself with the Buffalo Nation--our helper and 
provider. This religious and cultural identification 
and alliance with the Buffalo Nation is a core element 
of ITBC’s organizational purpose. Other Peoples of the 
world have their own religions, practices, beliefs and 
symbols, and we respect those. To our member tribes, 
and their members, the buffalo is sacred and is worthy 
of worship, respect, and reference. We hope and pray 
that our religious beliefs are likewise respected. 

5. Long befors the arrival of Europeans, the 
people indigenous to this continent lived in harmony 
and in reliance on tre North American bison. The bison 
once roamed througho.it most of North America, from 
Florida to the Yukon. Buffalo are more than “wildlife” 
to us. They have s>ecial stature. Buffalo are 
central to some of oir member tribes’ Creation stories 
and play a central role in Native American culture and 
religion. This is still true today. Tribal Nations 
continue to pray to -he Buffalo Nation in our most 
sacred ceremonies. ‘e use buffalo skulls and hides in 
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our sun dances, healing ceremonies, sweat lodge 
ceremonies, and we call upon the Buffalo Nation to 
bring us good medicine. We view the health, resurgence 
and survival of the Buffalo Nation as related to the 
health, resurgence and survival of Indian Nations. 
There is a strong sense among our member tribes that 
their culture can not exist without the buffalo. 
Under Native America» culture, the Buffalo has always 
possessed innate religious and cultural worth, in 
addition to being a central source of food, clothing 
and shelter throughoit time for our people. These are 
all reasons why we sing homecoming songs to the Buffalo 
Nation. 

6. ITBC’s member tribes and its membership share 

@ special kinship wich the Yellowstone Park bison herd. 

Like the buffalo, Native Americans came close to being 
exterminated from ths continent by the close of the 
19th Century. (In fact, some United States tribes 
were exterminated). European diseases and overt 
genocide took a heavy toll. In 1492 the Native 
population of the coterminous United States (i.e., 
lower 48 states) was more than 5,000,000. By 1900, 
however, the Native population had plummeted to as low 
as 125,000 in the Un:.ted States (lower 48). See 
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Thornton, Russell, Anerican Indian Holocaust and 
Survival: A Population History Since 1492, at 25,32,42, 
University of Oklahona Press (1987). This is close to 
a 97% genocide rate. For decades, the office of U.S. 
Indian affairs was housed in the Department of War, and 
was only later transferred to the Department of the 
Interior. The extermination of the buffalo hastened 
the subjugation of Native peoples. High-ranking U. 8S. 
Governmental officials viewed the extermination of the 
bison as a convenien: means of facilitating the removal 
of Native Americans :o reservations and making Indians 
dependent on the federal government. See, @.g., House 
Reports, 43rd Cong., lst Sess., No. 3864, p. 99 
(Secretary of the In:erior Columbus Delano stated this 
view in 1874: “The buffalo are disappearing rapidly, 
but not faster than [ desire. i regard the destruction 
of such game... . as facilitating the policy of the 
Government, of destroying their [Indian] hunting 
habits, coercing them on reservations, and compelling 
them to begin to adopt the habits of civilization.”); 
U.S. General Phillip Sheridan commented on whether 
something should be sione to the white hunters’ 
wholesale slaughter of bison: “Let them kill, skin, and 
sell until the buffaio is exterminated, as it is the 
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only way to bring lesting peace and allow civilization 
to advance.” Brown, Dee, Bury My Heart at Wounded Knee, 
at 254. See also The Extermination of American Bison, 
Washington, Smithsonian Institution, at 495-501 (1689); 
Garretson, Martin 8., The American Bison, Wew York 
Zoological Society, at 128 (1938). 

7.1t has only been in the 20th Century (especially the 
last 50 years) that Native Americans have been able to 
reverse the 500 year genocidal plummet in our 
population. The same is true of the Buffalo Nation. 
Last winter will go down in history as the largest 
slaughter of wild bison in this Century. To our member 
tribes and our membership, last winter’s wanton 
slaughter of Yellowstone bison is eerily reminiscent of 
the 19th Century slaughter of buffalo and of past 
genocidal policies directed at Native Peoples. These 
memories are still fresh in our minds because it was 
only a few generations ago that our ancestors were 
killed and suffered under similar genocidal policies 
that afflicted the Anerican bison. 

7. Bison were once the most numerous large mammal 
on the North American continent, numbering 
approximately 60 million, before the arrival 
of Europeans. However, due to the most 
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infamous genocidal campaign directed against a 
large mammal in world history, by 1069 the 
number of American bison was estimated at 541. 
Of these, about 20 head--the Yellowstone Park 
herd--were the only wild bison remaining in 
the United States. At the close of the 19th 
Century, Sealish-Kootenai tribal member Michel 
Pablo (the great-great grandfather to former 
Salish-Kootenai Tribal Chairman Michael T. 
Pablo) owned the largest herd of American 
Bison in the world. In 1902, 18 buffalo were 
purchased for Yellowstone Park from Michel 
Pablo to bring new blood into the fledgling 
Yellowstone Park herd. See March 21, 1997 
Letter from Michael T. Pablo, Chairman, 
Montana-Wyoning Tribal Leaders Council to 
Governor Marc Racicot, et al. (Copy attached 
as Exhibit 1). Though our member tribes view 
all bison as sacred, the Yellowstone bison are 
unique, and the gene pool of this herd is 
unique. They are the last wild survivors of 
the North Anerican bison holocaust. These 
healthy (bricellosis-tested negative) bison 
should be kapt alive, rather than wantonly 
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slaughterec. Our tribes would prefer to see 
this unique gene pool perpetuated through the 
quarantine option we have long advanced, so 
that this gene pool can restore and strengthen 
bison herds on Indian reservations and other 
public lands. 


9. It is difficult to explain in words the 


visceral objection Native Americans have to the wanton 
slaughter of Yellowstone bison that has just occurred. 
Our religious and political leaders have called on 

this slaughter to stop based on religious and cultural 


grounds, but these pleas have fallen on deaf ears: 


(a). On February 12, 1997, the Chairman of the 
Assiniboine and Sioux Tribes of the Fort Peck 
Reservation was selected by Montana tribes to 
present the State of Indian Nations address to a 
joint session of the Montana Legislature. In that 
address, Chairman Shields pleaded with the elected 
leaders of the 4Yontana Legislature: 

I speak for all Montana Indian Nations when 

I say that the slaughter of this wild herd 

must stop. The killing is out of hand. 
Hundreds of bu‘falo have been slaughtered 
without even a‘tempting to test them for 


brucellosis. 


Our cultures are different on this issue. 
Under our religion, buffalo are respected. 
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They are good medicine. Their skulls and 
hides adorn our most sacred lodges. We still 
dance, sing and pray to thea. What is 
occurring now wutside Yellowstone Park is 
disrespectful. 

A copy of Chairman Shield’s statements 


regarding bison is attached as Exhibit 2. 


(b). On March 6, 1997, tribal religious 
leaders held a National Day of Prayer for the 
Yellowstone Park bison on the steps of the 
United States Capitol, the Montana Capitol, 
and within Yellowstone Park near Gardiner. 
They prayed for the killing to stop. But it 
continued. In fact, buffalo were gunned down 
a few miles fiom the prayer ceremony in 
Gardiner while the prayers were being 
offered. The s.aughter of Yellowstone Park 
bison has received extensive coverage in the 
Native American media sources. See Exhibit 
3. 

{(c). On Macch 21, 1997, Montana-Wyoming 
Tribal Leaders ‘council Chairman Michael T. 
Pablo, sent a le:ter to the Governor Racicot, 
the Montana Congressional delegation, and 


Secretaries Babbitt and Glickman protesting 


DECLARATION OF MICHAEL FUX - PAGE 11 


S08 


14,484 contd. 


the Yellowstone Park bison slaughter. (The 

Tribal Leaders Council represents all 

federally-recogrized Indian tribes in Montana 

and Wyoming.) Attached to that letter was a 

resolution from the Tribal Leaders Council 

supporting the ITBC’s position on the 

Yellowstone Park bison controversy. This 

letter was delivered and read at the March 

23, 1997, Gardixer, Montana, public hearing 

on the slaughter which was co-sponsored by 

federal and state officials. (Copy attached 

as Exhibit 4). 
10. The ITBC has proposed a common sense alternative to 
the slaughter of the Nation’s last wild bison herd: 
quarantine the bison that test negative to the 
brucellosis antibody and return them to tribal and public 
lands alive. This approach is more respectful of the 
unique Yellowstone bison and Native American cultural and 
religious concerns. We believe this management tool has 
broad-based public support in Montana and throughout the 
Nation. For the last four years, the ITBC has 
coordinated the trani:fer of live surplus bison to tribes 
from Badlands National Park, Wind Cave National Park, the 
National Bison Range (at Moiese, Montana), the Fort 
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Niobrara National Wildlife Refuge, the Wichita Mountains 
Wational Wildlife Refuge, and the C. M. Russell National 
Wildlife Refuge. In addition, most of these National 
Parks and National Wildlife Refuges have transferred 
bison to tribes for at least 20 years prior to ITBC’s 
involvement. The public instinctively understand the 
relationship betwee: Indian Nations and the Buffalo 
Nation, and would pcefer to see brucellosis-free bison 
returned to native .ands. Evidence of this support in 
Montana is embedded in legislation adopted by the 1997 
Montana Legislature vshich codifies this policy. In the 
final days of the Montana Legislature, Governor Marc 
Racicot introduced legislation to authorize a bison 
quarantine facility for Yellowstone Park bison, as an 
alternative to slaugiuter. The ITBC offered an amendment 
to this bill (House Bill 547) to allow the quarantined 
bison to be transferred to Native American Tribes. The 
ITBC amendment was accepted unanimously by the free 
conference committee that rewrote the bill. This bill 
has been enacted into law. A complete copy of the ITBC 
amendment language that was approved by the Montana 
Legislature is attacied as Exhibit 5. 

11. Se there be no misunderstanding: our member 
tribes have no, per se, objection to hunting or killing 
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buffalo. We have done so since the beginning of time. 

But according to our culture, this killing should be 
done in a respectful manner that honors the Buffalo 
Nation, especially when these bison are the progeny of 
the last wild herd to survive the 19th Century holocaust. 
By any standard, last winter's record-breaking slaughter 
of bison was a disgrace. Bulls were shot on public 
lands, though they pose no risk to the spread of 
brucellosis. Hundreds of bison (bulls, non-pregnant 
cows, calves) were slaughtered without even being tested 
for brucellosis. 

12. Because of the concerns and interests discussed 
above, the ITBC has been an active participant in this 
controversy for many years. The ITBC’s involvement has 
included: 

(a) In 1992, the year ITBC was created, the ITBC 
made the first petition to the National Park Service 
to end the killing of the Yellowstone bison and to 
propose the live removal strategy to transfer 
buffalo to American Indian reservations. Similar 
petitions have been made on a yearly basis up to the 
present time, 

(b) In Septembe:;, 1994, the ITBC presented the first 

Proposal to the National Park Service and the 
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Department of Interior to capture and quarantine the 
bison leaving Yellowstone Park and translocate the 
bison proving t» be disease-free to reservations and 
other public lands. 

(c) The winter of 1994-95, the ITBC coordinated the 
dispersal of bison killed by the State of Montana to 
needy American Indian tribes and communities. This 
program was instituted through a Memorandum of 
Agreement with the State of Montana, and was 
discontinued by the ITBC when it became apparent 
that this activity was subverting ITBC’s live 
removal goal. 

(4d) ITBC provicied testimony on a yearly basis to 
Congress in cpposition to the slaughter and 
supporting the live removal of bison that would 
otherwise be slaughtered, and testimony on various 
proposals advanced by different members of Congress. 
(e) ITBC provided comment to the Interim Bison 
Management Plan which is the subject of this 
litigation. 

(f) ITBC has prcvided testimony regarding Park bison 
management at the March 23, 1997, public meeting in 
Gardiner, Montana, and has submitted correspondence 
to federal and state agencies on this matter on many 
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14,484 contd. 


occasions in recent years. 

13. I believe the United States Government has a 
trust obligation to the American People--and to Indian 
tribes in particular--to manage the Yellowstone bison in 
a manner that does not result in their slaughter. I also 
have a personal interest in this matter that is injured 
by the recurring actions of the state and federal 
entities and officia..s named in this suit. I am a member 
of the Assiniboine [ribe enrolled on the Fort Belknap 
Reservation. I am the director of the Fort Belknap 
Tribe’s Fish and Wildlife Department and the manager of 
the Tribe’s buffalo herd. My personal ability to enjoy 
Yellowstone bison roaming wild on public lands adjacent 
to the Park is injured by the record-breaking slaughter 
of Yellowstone bison that has just transpired. For all 
the reasons stated above, my cultural and religious 
beliefs, and the interests of the ITBC are directly 
injured by the failure of the Defendants to supplement 
their environmental assessment, to take a hard look at 
the environmental consequences of their actions, and by 
the violation of the National Park Service Organic Act 
resulting from the Interim Bison Management Plan 

14. I believe that the injuries I have suffered, 
and that our member tribes and other ITBC members have 
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suffered, could have been avoided if the agencies had 
considered a full range of bison alternatives, and if 
they modify the exist.ing Interim Bison Management Plan in 
accordance with additional environmental analysis 
warranted by the disastrous winter that has concluded. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of 
the United States of America that the foregoing is true 
and correct to the best of my knowledge, information, and 
belief. 


DATFD this __day of August, 1997. 


Michael Fox 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holiday Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Center, Billings, 
Montana on August 25, 1998 


Hello. I'm Tony Willman. I'm a third-generution rancher. I'm a wildlife biologist, and I'm a 
Technical Services Director for the int:rTribal Bison Cooperative. I'm here today representing the 
InterTribal Bison Cooperative. 


As a Technical Services Director for the InterTribal Bison Cooperative, | work closely with 46 
Tribes in states, restoring bison to tribel lands in a manner that is culturally and spiritually 
acceptable to the Tribes. Working so closely with |1 so many different Tribes has given me a 
unique insight as to what the buffalo means to the different Tribes. There is a unique 

between Tribes and buffalo that cannot be explained in five minutes here. It cannot be explained in 
five days. The concept cannot even be grasped in a year. In fact, it is such a unique relationship that 
it takes a lifetime to understand, becau:e that is what it is, a way of life. 


One of the many major flaws of any of the seven alternatives is the total lack of recognition of the 
cultural and spiritual significance of bion to Tribes. The EIS has serious deficiencies in 
recognizing Tribes as sovereign nation i, recognition of trust responsibilities held by the various 
agencies to the Tribes. The Draft EIS process has been virtually devoid of any consultation or 
coordination with the Tribes in develo; ing this Draft EIS. The requirements of the Draft EIS 
protocol have not involved tribal consultation as they should. 


The InterTribal Bison Cooperative, alo 1g with the National Wildlife Federation, has worked 
together for the sole benefit of the Yell »wstone bison to develop a seven-point plan to save the 
Yellowstone bison. This plan attempts 0 remove the politics and the economics of the Yellowstone 
bison and puts emphasis back into prot:cting Yellowstone's bison, free-roaming bison herds and 
treating them as wildlife. This pian wil) treat bisor: as wildlife, not livestock, just like the elk are 
treated as wildlife. 


* The first point of the seven-point plan is to establish a buffalo health certification center. 
Yellowstone buffalo thet wander or to private lands surrounding the perk could be captured and 
quarantined. Negative-testing anim ils should then be made availabie for introduction to tribal 
lands. 


* Point number two, scientifically menage the Yellowstone area's buffalo. The agencies involved 
should set a population goal for the Yeliowstone herd, taking into account wintering 
populations outside the park. If the herd grows beyond the goal, strategic methods of herd 
management should be implemente j outside of Yellowstone. 

* The third poimt is to acquire additio ral winter ranges and key migration routes. This would 
allow buffalo to migrate safely beywnd park boundaries onto public and private partnership 
easements. Purchases should be ma je creating a buffalo migration corridor. 


SOF 


* The fourth point, adjust the cattle grazing patterns on public lands. Cattle grazing on public 
lands should be postponed unti] bu Yalo have calved or returned to the Yellowstone area or after 
buffalo have migrated to areas where cattle grazing is prohibited. 

* Point number five, vaccinate cattle consistently and routinely. A mandatory cattle vaccination 
program should be implemented w thin a brucellosis management area around the park; thus, 
greatly reducing the already neglig bie threat to livestock. 

* Point number six, develop a vaccination program inside Yellowstone. Using a vaccine delivery 
system that minimizes disturbance to the wildlife, a brucellosis vaccination program for buffalo 
inside the park should be implemented once 2 vaccine has been proven to be safe and effective 
on wildlife. 

® Point number seven, which would he tw evaluate winter management of Yellowstone's roads. 
Determine whether or not Yellowsione winter roed management practices encourage and assist 
this buffalo migration. If 0, viable alternatives to the current policy of plowing or packing 
snow-covered roads should be put imto effect. 


I'm here to request or to demand that tte EIS be reissued and include some of these--all of these— 
the rest of these available options that |‘ve surfaced that aren't included in the plan right now. And it 
should include this common sense, sev :n-point plan that we've developed. Thank you very much. 


Oral testimony provided at the Shevaton Palace Hotel, 2 New Montgomery, Sea Cliff Room, San 
Francisco, CA on September 23, 198 


And I'm a member of the Cheyenne River Sioux tribe in South Dakota, and ['m also Wu 
representative from the High Tribe, the, which consists of 46 member Tribes throughout Ue 
country. 


First of all, I'd like to say that we ad umantly oppose the alternatives presented in the 
government's plans. Bocause none of them address the real problem, as we see it anc |)» the 
real problem is the indiscriminate killing of these buffalo. That to us is the major ec 


And to understand our relationship to buffalo, you have to go back in ume a little bit. In a 
previous comtury just prior to the Eu opean invasion of this country, there existed approximately 
70 million buffalo here, and chere w sre approximately 7 million lnxtan people that co-existed. 
By the turn of the last century, there were less than 500 buffalo, anc (ere were approximately 
150,000 indians. And that’s the way that relationship is. Our existence depends on their 
existence. And that's just the simple reality. So for the last 100 year: «(<r that holocaust took 
place, we still have managed to survive. But it's taken its toll over & 0! 100 years. And we 
have recognized that and we made previous attempts. And we are stieuzpimg now to restore 
buflalo back onto our tribal lands to heal our people. Some of the problems that exist there are 
devastating and are very problemati::. 


We have got like ten times the rate cf heart disease and diabetes as any other people directly 
related to the diet of our people, the govery.. © rations that were given out for the last 100 years 
to replace the buffalo. That's simply una» , ~.t, We decided we want to restore buffalo back 
to our tribal lands. And that's what we've be. doing. And then, when we see the indiscriminate 
killing of these buffalo in Y ellowsto xe Park, that's like another slap in the face. The holocaust 
starts all over again. So it almost seems like that has to be related to us. These are our relatives. 
And in La Culta culture, you have to take care of your relatives. And so you can't separate 
buffalo from Indian culture. That's isapossible. They are that vital. They are part of our nation. 
Our nations exist together. 


So some people would like to say wi: have no right that we have no say-so. But we do. We have 
an inherent relationship that was her : priot to the government that tells us that we don’! have that 
right. We have it written in our weabes with the United States Government. And so there is a lot 
of legal basis as well as moral basis. They are relationships that exist there. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Colordal Inn, Helena, Montana on July 27, 1998. 


Comment No. 15240 

Mike Fox 

President, InterT ribal Bison Cooperative 
Fish and Wildlife Director, Fort Belknap 
Asatatbowne Tribe 


Thank you. My name is Mike Fox, I n president of the InterTribal Bison Cooperative, the 
ITBC. The ITBC is made up of 45 T)ibes that are committed to bringing the buffalo back into 
the daily lives of Indian people. | als) manage a herd of over 400 buffalo for the Fort Belknap 
Indian Reservation. First of ali, we support the Citizens’ Plan to save the Yellowstone buffalo. 
The buffalo should be created like ott er wildlife and allowed to use public lands. 


Part of the Citizens’ Plan calls for the relocation of surplus animals and, believe mc, I've worked 
with buffalo for the past ten years anc you will not surplus animals, they're pretty hearty critters. 
So that has to be part of the plan, you have to have a plan to deal with what you're going to do 
with the surplus animais. Just as a ge itleman said cartier that he had a buffalo ranch, that you 
put the plan in place and you implem« mt it. 


In the past, Fort Belknap has offered :. holding, testing, and relocation facility for the 
Yellowstone buffalo. I'm not talking sbout a couple hundred acres, I'm talking about a 4,000- 
plus acre holding facility where the buffalo would be able to remain, would be able to roam 
somewhat freely, but they'd be availaiile for periodic testing. The InterTribal Bison Cooperative 
has said they would raise the funding for the yearty operational cost of this. As part of the pian, 
we'd offer that back on the table agair that we would do a relocation and testing facility. 


We believe that the InierTribal Bison Cooperative with our 45 Tribes, we have 38 of them 
currently raising buffalo, we have the expertise to operate the facility. We've relocated animals 
all over the country from Montana to Nebraska to Okdahoms to California and to Washington 
state, so we have the knowledge and ¢ bility to do it and that's what we're bringing to the table. 
Thank you. 
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Oral Testimony provided at the Thus derbird Hotel }20/ East 7& Stree: Bloomington 
Minnesota on October 6, 1998 


Comment Ne. 15271 

Fred Debray 

IncerT bal Bison ( coperstive 
Cheyenne River Stow Tribe 


1 am Pred Dubray. I am a member o ’ the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribe of South Dakota. | am 
also the Cheyenne River Stoux Tribe's representative to the inter Tribal Bison Cooperative, which 
consists of 47 Tribes. 


Our efforts are to restore buffalo bac . to Indian land and kind of turn this country back into what 
it 1s supposed to be. So, that has bee | our goal and our founding philosophy of what we stand 
for. And to go back a few years, you have to understand why this is so important. When a 
buffalo roam is 60 mullion, some say 70 milbon numbers, they were the lifeblood of our wibai 
people. They provided everything. \nd it is very difficull to cxpiain that relavonship anymore. 
And it was so difficult for European reopie to understand that they feared thai relationstup that 
existed, and what they fear, they destroy So, that's exactly what started to happen And if you 
took up through the last couple of hu xdred years of development of civilization or all of the 
different words that applies to it, whut has happened to this country, it has been virtually 
destroyed. All of our natural resources are being destroyed The buffalo are just the first, 
Everything that is wild, everything t at is natural is to be moved aside for a different way, a 
different philosopiucal view, if you vill. So, that's what has taken place here 


| bad an unfortunate privilege, | guess you might cail 11, to hear at a grazing hearing in Montana a 
few years back when they were disc: ssing the grazing rates of pubhc lands. There was a 
gentieman that spoke and he said tha the Amencan people have siready decided this 1ssuc about 
wildlife or environmentahsts versus griculture He said we got laws, polices and regulations in 
place to turn this into an agricultural sate and there 1s no room for wildlife. He said thet 1s what 
the Amencan people have decided. ‘io, let's do away with all of these little wildlife reserves and 
do what the American peopie requesied That was his speech He got a standing ovation | was 
\ery concerned sbowi that. | began to thunk about it over the last few years why and | realized he 
is exactly right. That's the real scary part. He is right that there is laws and regulations and 
polactes in place to do that very thing To turn this into s completely agncultural state. And that 
1s partially what this 1s al! about. is (> do away with those things that are wild and natura! and 
turn this into an agricultural state The one flew that he had in hus speech, | think, was the ustent 
of the American people That was th: intent of the American peopie, when they set aside these 
wildlife reserves tike Yellowstone Nimona! Park, was to preserve and to protect, and that's the 
part that he left out. But, | don't thuni: that people understand today that these policies and laws 
and regulations, like he said, are in p ace and they are slowly eroding away every bit of wild that 
ts left. So, that is the big threat here. Ail of the policies of the federal government that are in 
place, the seven alternatives, that's w iai thai represents That's why those plans come out that 
way, because whether they like i! or not, they are just doing thet job 


The other thing is to Indian people, hey say that we don't have a connecton there. We don't 
have an umpect There is not an environmental impact. But, for thousands of years these Buffalo 
have had a very intimate relationshi)) with tribal people. They are just like that. They are the 
same (indicating). As « matter of fa >t, if you go back in time a little bit, our legends and our 
stories, creation stories say that we ire the same, we come from exactly the same place. You 
can't make that sep. tion. No matter how hard you try, you can't separate Indian poople from 
buffalo. That is not even possible. 


aT En en ely ay Copiented omnettbetetenti It is 

very devastating We still feel the r sults of that today and the consequences, but fortunately, 
cur spiitaal lenders protected tht epiitea! connection and thet has provelied over ll of te 
time. Now, it is time to bring those suffalo back. Like Black Blk said, “When the people 
restored the sacred hoop, the buffalo come back.” That's what this is all about. 


So, it 1s Game that the Indian people ( uke the responsibility to put this country back in shape and if 
other people can only recognize that we have within the genetic structure, genetic makeup of 
Indian people, that intimate knowledge that exists there. In animals, they call it instinct. It is the 
same thing. Except in western civili zation, they try to separate the human relationship from the 
rest of the natural world, and that is vhere the problem comes from. 


You have to look to Indians to put this country beck in shape, and that's what it is all about. 
Thank you. 
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Oral Testimony provided at the Thunderbird Hotel, 2201 East 78° Street, Bloomington, 
Minnesota on October 6, 1998. 


Good afternoon. | am Mark Heckert | am Executive Director of the InterTribal Bison 
Cooperative based out of Rapid City, South Dakota. We are a national native governmental 

organization of 47 Native /umerican Tribes working to restore buffalo, as Mr. Fred 
Dubray explained much better than | could. 


First, a couple of mechanical things. ne, | want to make sure it is understood that our complete 
comments will be coming via mail b:' the 16th, and we will revise them and extend them from 
this statement. Also, | want it made |:nown that what originally started out as the [TBC Native 
National Wildlife Federation Pian, his been incorporated into what is now the Citizens’ Plan. 
Therefore, | would like it known for ‘he record that the comments that commence supporting the 
ITBC NWF Plan are in fact commen’ s supporting the Citizens’ Plan. 


We have been working on this for ab yut nine years now. We started in the winter of ‘89/90, the 
first year they killed buffalo. You probably are all well aware by now they have killed over 
3,000 in the last seven, eight years. L pon witnessing this personally on a number of occasions, 
the Tribes and | have been reminded >f that time 150, 100 years ago when it was initiated. The 
U.S. Government has had buffalo nanagement plan that has been going on for about |20 years, 
and this is simply an extension of wh a happened 100 years ago. 


The InterTribal Bison Cooperative is a participant in and a supporter of the Citizens’ Plan. We 
feel this plan will maintain the wild f ee roaming buffalo, and allow for wildlife professionals to 
again take over the management functions of the Yellowstone herd. ht will allow for the working 
between the government agencies an: the private land owners in the area to provide for 
protection of the land owners from 0: currences thet may happen with the buffalo, once they get 
on private land. We are creating ince atives for landowners to change their grazing practices. 
Because, in fact, a great portion of tb: problems that are occurring now, the problems that have 
resulted in the killing of 3,000 buffal., are the result of about five grazing lease holders and 
2,000 cattle. If those cattle could be separated in time and space from where these buffalo graze, 
we would eliminate about 90 percent of the discussion. That is a simple step. It had been 
proposed years and years ago and it has yet to be taken into consideration. 


Finally. in September 1994, we made our first offer that the Native American Tribes would take 
these buffalo and relocate them to trilsal lands where they would be honored. respected and made 
use of with the Indian people. The offer still stands. We have Tribes that are ready to create 

facilities to hold these animals. The ‘,000 animals that have died could have provided for many, 
many people in this generation and {fc 1 generations to come. We will do whatever we can to get 
this stopped. | appreciate your support. Whatever happens, if the government today was to adopt 
the Citizens’ Plan, we probably still h sve two to five years which we will be operating under the 
interim plan which allows the State o ' Montana to kill these buffalo as they come out. This can't 


§7/ 


be a short-term thing. If you people are dedicated to preserving these animals, you have to 
follow this issue. Like | said, it is going to be litigated one way or the other. If they were to 
implement this plan today, they will sill be killing buffalo when they come out of Yellowstone 
this winter. That is a situation we ca1't have. It is going to take long-term involvement by 
people and sustained involvement and involvement that continues to follow this issue, because 
like I said, it is going to keep going cn for s long time here. Please don't think thet your 
comments are the last word here. Like I said, if it were to be adopted here today, there are still a 
couple more years of litigation, wher the State of Montana can essentially do wha they would 
like, if not f . the force of public The government needs to recognize that the Tribes 
have a vested interest in this, by virt. e of culture, history and morality. The Tribes will provide 
the mora! leadership with this proble n, if we can just get the government to listen. Thank you. 
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Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting held ai Yellowstone National Park, WY on 
August 12, 1998. 


Comment No. 17712 

Mike Fex 
Presideat, Inter Tribal Bison Coope: ative 
Fish and Wildiife Director, Fort Belknap 
Assiniboine Tribe 


Many of the Tribes want the buffalo teated as wildlife. They will not be favorably treated as 
wildlife by Montana or APHIS if we con't get rid of that disease. 


Wildlife still plays a buge part in our « veryday life. When we have buffalo on our reservation, the 
buffalo are playing « greater and great: role. That's our biggest interest, to bring the buffalo back 
for the Indian peuple, and that's why 1 20st of us are here today. 


A mat Whanteabeum tout fre ae 
put up acres so it a free-roaming, i of 
facility, edhor than a feed lot opereticn for quareatine. Other Tribes have access to this type of 
acreage, where they can design a facil ty, where they can allow more of a natura! setting, but it still 
will allow for periodic testing. 


The analysis on that question of the 2( 00 cattle (how many allotments there are, how many acres 
there are) has really been done well by the Greater Yellowstone Coalition. 


Excerpts from the Tribal Consultaticn meeting held ai Yellowstone National Park, WY on 
August 12, 1998 


Comment No. 17714 
Mark Heckert 
luterTribal Bison Cooperative 


One of the things we don't want is tc let the State of Montana off the hook. They have 
responsibility, for one, when 1000 elk migrate out of the park, they are more than happy to take 
thom. But when it comes to migratin ; buffalo, it becomes an international issue. They have the 
same responsibility to wildlife mana,yement for the elk as the buffalo, and we need to hold them 
to that. 


I think we need to go back. There's a bunch of different perspectives on baseline issucs as to why 
we are here and how the Tribes can le involved in this. You might go beck and address the Park 
Service policy specifically dealing with park resources in relation to Native American usage and 
procession. Then | think you might |ook under the NEPA specific requirements that you are 
required to carry on with the Tribes. 


The Crow Tribe, at least, feels it is a Trust resource issue. They feel they have unresolved treaty 
rights which would include Yellowstone Park or at least up to the borders. 


1 believe in the 1868 Fort Laramie Tieaty there is a stipulation that as long as there are buffalo in 
sufficient numbers to justify a hunt, the Tribes do have a right to hunt these animals. | would 
certainly make a strong case that bec suse the state and federal governments have been 
participating in killing a thousand of these buffalo in the last two years that provision probably 
comes into play. 


There was a funding bill in 1932 that recognized that Yellowstone National Park needed more 
money to manage their fish and wild ife. In that committee report, it stated that the surplus 
animals out in the park ought to be d stributed to Native American Tribes. It didn’t specify live 
or dead. | was thinking they were prc bably referring to both. 


Some people have the idea that this i; something new that we are just starting out now when in 
fact there has been a long relationshi > between the Tribes and this park in particular. Through 
the ITBC we have been working with the other National Parks that do have buffalo. 


{ understand that in a 1876 survey of Yellowstone Park that Reese Creek was described as a 


stone drive where they drove animal:: for the hunt into the Reese Creek waters. It has to be 
probably acknowledged that there wire Indian people hunting here at least from the physical 
evidence 


Our position on this is that we will d) anything we can to get these animals out alive. 
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17714 contd. 


When we initially started on the first run at an isolation facility, we contacted the state and 
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that wasn't a brucellosis free state. 


We initially said we were going to transport them down to the Choctaw Tribe in Oklahoma 
because Oklahoma is a Class A state. Probably two years ago during the winter when they were 
shooting these buffalo in such high r umbers, the adrainistration was about to issue an executive 
order allowing those buffalo to be trinsported down to the Choctaw Tribe. That was squashed by 
the Oklahoma congressional delegat on. 


We even discussed the applicability >f tribal sovereignty, with the reservation being a federal 
reservation, and the animals being tr msported from one federal reservation to another federal 
reservation. What the upshot of that ves we had state vets saying, ‘Yeah, you can do that but 
we'll quarantine the reservation once they get there.’ 


What we have been going through is to protect five grazing permits and 2000 head of cattle. So 
we have killed maybe 4 or 5 thousan 4 buffalo to protect these 2000 cattle that are on federal 
land. 


Why aren't the other cooperators, or co-leads, represented here today and will they be 
represented in the future at the other tribal meetings? 


YELL-11,453 


Dest EIS Team, 
| want wild, free-roaming buflulo m Yellowstone. | oppose the “Pmviarved Altsmnative™ 
reournmended by the state of Montana ind the federal government. The goverrunent plan contumes the 
\cwnecemery boiling of buffalo moving |) public lands cutside the pack m winter We can do beter. 
Yeidowstone's bufblo ere too mportant to sacrifice. eee Sees i 
endore the Citizen's Plan to Save Yelb weutone Bufihio, which 


¢@ =«©Maantaan wild, Gee -ransing bufth! > m Yellowstone Nehonal Park. 

¢ — Cxeate 0 large special managoment area outside the park whese bufihlo can use public lends to survive 
hareh winter, and where buffalo will be managed by wikdtif proftemonals. 

¢ Develop scientific buffklo popuiath in goals for this special management eres cutnide the park. 

@ Relocate buffalo to Indian reservebons or public lnnds os use 0 harvest, but only whan 


¢ Recommend veocination of cattle v/ithén lands adjacent to the special management area 
© © Emphastre noquisition of key wint 1 rangslands or easements trough public purchase fom willing 
sellers, oo Rt Nt ca 


reseas th specifically for beon. All reseszuh and date to dete = centered 


——- @e imasune systems of bufhhlo wok, 
Sounmbtecamats oad what Zetelins o cosagutte toes ned to ashes 


fesistance to brucellosis sad other coms son cattle diseases. 

Netve Amencan Tribal Colle; es ase the cocrect vehicles for conducting Gus research and should 
be fiseded to carry out this vital and ing ortent work. 

These strategies will maintain vild, buffalo and protect the suterests of the livestock 
industry ma balanced, common sense canner Please thes phen 


Lower Brute Community COWEGE 
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P.O. Bcx 243 « Lower Brule. SD 57548 
(608) 473-9232 
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YELL-12050 


Deas EIS Team, 

| went wild, trea-rosmung buf8 lo m Yellowstone. | oppose the “Prefaxped Alsrnative” 

recomsnendad by Gre state of Montana nd the foderi goverrauemt. The goverment plan contawes the 

unnecessary killing of buffalo moving |) public lands cutmds the park m winter We can do bette: 
Yellowstone's buffko are too mportant to sacrifice. ee nea ees 1 

endorse the Cyizen’s Plan to Seve Yelk wetone Ruflhio, winch 


¢ = Memmsn wild, free-roasung buffad) m Yellowstons Netonel Park 

© Create a large special management ases outside the park where befihio can use public lands t survive 
hareh waters, and where buffalo w I be managed by widiet profsemonels 

Develop scentific buffhlo popuiat: m goals ft: Gus epee! managessen. aren cutinde the part 

Relocate buffiato to indian reservet ins o: puble lands cr ves 0 hervest. but onky when 

sarence damanstrates fast evaiiabls land camnot suppost sore 

Recommend vecomation of cafthe « when lands adjacent to ths specen) management ares. 

© © Emphestar soquismon of key wink: rangelands o: easements trough pubbc purchase from, willing 
seller ee ee ee eee eee 


*- 


e 


resear b specifically for bon All research und date to date s centered 
caquumam' ‘Mane 


dearest bow the mummume systna of buflklc work 
what veccme ws best mated for ord what ievd of 1s acceptable (titre level) to miboete 
remstance to bruceliceis and other comm ion cattle 


Nery ne se tr cong tear rl 
oe ee Seen 
These strategyes will masntam ‘mild, free-roemang buffabo and protect the mterests of the livestock 
madustry in 2 balanced, comman sense n anner Please edopt thus pian. 


Lower Brute Community Cousce 
P.O. Bcx 243 « Lower Brule, SD 57548 


(608) 473-9232 
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605-473 5361 
Lower Orule, SD 57546 


© tober 7, 1998 


BIS Team, ss 
| ward wild, foee-romitang buff uo sm Yellowstone. Loppose ¢ 4 Praferrec ses 
Tecommercied by the ctnte ind @e fodesal 


@ AB reseesch and dots to date 6 censured: 


On domeshe catthe There a 0 how the euruane systems of buffalo work, 
\ pf 1s ecceptable (tate lwvel) to andboste 
|» (esistance to brecelloss and other coms ton 
Native Ameancan Tribal Colleges ere the comrect vetnoies for conducting the research end shouid 
work: 
tafflo and protect the mecrests of the livestock 
Pleaer this plan. 
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Lower Brule Sioux Tribe Lower Sioux Indian Community 
Department of Wildlife, Fish and Recreation P.0. Box 308 ¢ RR#1 ¢ Morton, MN 56270 

P.O. Box 246 . 

Lower Brule, South Dakota 57548 YELC- E5811 


Phone 605-473-5666 


Resolution No. 62-98 


WHEREAS, Congress by enactment of PL. 93-638 provided a mechanism for Indian 
Tribes to exercise the right of SELF-DETERMINATION,; and 


WHEREAS, The Lower Sioux Community Council has the power under the Constitution 
and By-Laws of the Lower Sioux Indian Community to promulgate 
Resolutions governing the conduct of Business ia and for the Community, 
and 


_ NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED. That the Lower Sioux Community Council 

~ 4 --L a. am approves of and supports the citizens plan to save Yellowstone Buffalo. 
We betieve these strategies will maintam, wild. free soaring buffalo, while 

awe a scumce of pride for all of us. | protecting the interest of the livestock industry We as a Tribal Nation, 


Yellowstone's 
endorse the Cauzen's Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffhlo, which wam the wrongful killing of the buffalo stopped and turned over to the 


© Masniman ord, thee-roemang bufthin is Yellowstone Nabonel Peri. | mien peng. 
‘ Dit@M@itvw~uattii= | CERTIFICATION; We do hereby certify thatthe foregoing Resolution No. _62-98 was 
© Develop seantific buffhio populahon goals for this specie] management eres cutuate the park. duly presented and enected upoa by the Lower Sioux Community Council 
¢ = Relocste tuffhlo to indian reservetions or public lands or use a harvest, but only when | byavoteof 4 forand © against, with a quorum being present, 


scaence demonstrates that eveninbbs land cannit support m ze 

¢ =©Recommeand vaccestion of ctfle w ithan keds adjaownt to he speca! inamagemcrt area. 

. Eaxphasume scquastion of key wintc: camgetands <. caremeras tyceagh pubic purcnase from willing 
sellers. Provide woantives to mrody livestock opamihions to provide winter foraging opportunities fox 


buffhlo outmde the Park Lb- 5-92 = 


Dated 

In addimon, | encousage research specefiually for bason All research and date to date 6 centered 
on domestic cattle. These is 0 oe how the wonsune systems of buffalo work, 
whet veccee ws best sumed for and what level of 1s acceptable (titre level) to mdicate 
resistance to brucellosis end other common cattle Cheeses - 

Native American Tribal Colleges are the correct velucies for conducting tius research and should 
be funded t cacry cut tis vital and gmportant work 

These strstegics wil mesma wild, fee .rcamng baffhio and protect the interests of the livestock 
industry m 0 balanced, common seme manna Please adopt tus plan 


meeting was held October 05, 1998. 
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SENT BY ‘Minnesota Chipp Tribe i10- 2-88 :12:50PM iMipeesete Chip Tribes O05 IM THe eS 
Oem 6 PRR, CAINS RECTOR 0 ham seca | 
| 


ona. snsnmam vn Caan Oar (. s0H REBOM, OR. Team 7 
YELL 10.349 * phan sequin of ky wiser rang ands o easements through pi 
: purchase from wiluag sellers Provide incentives to modify livestock 
The Minnesota Chippewa Tribe “sma operations 10 provide winter foraging opporuanities for bulihlo outside the 
P.O. BOK #17 — CASS LAKE, MEGEBOTA 60633-0217 towns om park 
= 
ay | Those strategies will mastaia wild, free-roaming buffalo and protccs the interests of the 
nemee Dorion, livestock industry in » betanced, common-sense meaner. Please adopt thes plan. 
“iSite 
October 2, 1998 Sincerely, 
Yourtan ly. 
Buon T Norman W. 
oe = har — eee 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 
Dear E15 Team 


On behelif of the Minnesota Cluppewa Tribe, we want wild, free-roaming buffalo in 
Yellowstone. We oppose the “Preferred Alternative” recoromended by the sate of 
Moatans and the federal government. The Government plan contirwes the unnecessary 
killing of buffalo moving to public lands outside the park in wimter. We can do better. 


Yellownone's buffalo are too important to secrifice They are 2 source of pride for all of 
us 


We endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo, whuch will: 
* Maiatain wild Free roaming buffalo in Y dlowstone National Park. 


© Create a large special management eres outside the perk where buffalo can use 
public lands to survive harsh winters, and where buffalo will be managed by 


wildlife professionals 


¢ Develop scientific buffalo population goeis for this special management prea 
outside the park. 


* [Relocate buffalo to Indien reservations or pubbc lands or use s regulsted 
harvest, but only when science demonstrates the «vailable land cannot support 
* Recommend vaccination of cattle within lands adjacent to the special 
| 
| 


MEMBER RESEAWATIONS ¢ BOES FORTE + FOND OU LAC » GRAND PORTAGE + LEECH LAKE > MILLE LACS ¢ WHITE EARTH 


AE ALAEAP I00O A 
Me Br are Meet © 


YELL-10,031 
Emphasize scquisition of key winter range lands or easements through public 
purchase from willing sellers. Provide incentives to modify livestock operations to 
provide @ winter foraging opportunities for buffalo outside the park. 
Btate of Minnesota These recommended strategies will maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo and protect the 
interests of the livestock industry in e balanced, common-sense manner Please adopt 
Senate 1010 Bemidji Avenue =| near extinction is something that we need to protect and to support their continued 
0. Paud, Minnesote 66108 te es Se" existence 
Phone: (812) 643-2082 pony} obeys 
Fax (012) 649-9077 ra Om 
Sincerely, 
” IY ey 
Minnesota indian Affaifs Council 
October 7th, 1006 


Bison Management Team 

National Park Service-Serah Braneom OSC-RP 
PO Box 25287 

Denver. Colorado 60225-0287 


Deer EIS Team 


Please consider this letter as @ support letter for the Mdewakanton Sioux of the Lower 
Sioux Reservation, in thew efforts to save the Buffalo of Yellowstone Park We the 

Board of Directors of the Minnesota indian Affairs Council oppose the “Preferred 
Alkemative’ recommended by the state of Montana and the federal government. The 
Government plan continues the unnecessary killing of buffalo moving to public lands 
Outside the park in winter There are other alternatives to consider. 


For instance we endorse the “Citizen's Plan to Save the Yellowstone Buffalo; which will: 
Maintain wild, free-roaming buffalo in Yellowstone National Park. 


Create a lange special management eree outside the park where buffaio can use 
public lands to survive harsh winters, and whiere buffalo will be managed by wildiife 
professionals 


Develop scientific buffalo population goals for this special management area outside 
the park 

Relocate buffalo to Indian reservations or public lands or use a reguieted harvest. 
but only when science demonstrates that available land cannot support more 
buffaio 


Recommend vaccination of cattle within lands adjacent to the special management 
area 


AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER 
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Bisoa Managemeca Plan EJS Team 10/27/98 
National Park Service 
Sarah Bransom DSC -RP 
P.O. Box 25287 
Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear EIS Team: 


The Montana Tribal Fish and Wildlife Commission has reviewed the Draft Eavironmental 
Impact Statement (DEIS) on ‘be Interagency Bison Managemen Plan for the State of Montana 
and Yellowstone National 4 (YNP) and offers the following comments and 
recommendations. The purpose of the Montana Tribal Fish and Wildlife Commissivce includes 
the protection and preservation of fish and wildlife resources as weil as maimenance of 
reserved bunting and fishing rights outside the exterior boundaries of Reservations. Members 
of the Commission include the Blackfect, Crow, Sioux, Chippewa-Cree, Kootenai, Gros 
Ventre, Assiniboime, Northern Cheycane, and Salish Nations. 


The Commission is deeply concerned regarding the lack of Tribal involvement in formulation 
(and proposed implementation) of the subject managemen plan Requests for input after the 
document is drafted and alternatives developed relegates Tribal involvement to that of another 
commentor or public rather than a cooperating agency or parmership role. We are also 
concerned regarding the seeming trend of Federal or State Livestock inserests assuming 
jurnsdiction over wildlife and the extreme measures presented in the various DEIS alternatives 
to sumply capture and slaughter bison. While we acknowledge the concerns of state livestock 
officials and producers over potential transmission of brucellosis to domestic livestock and 
possible loss of the State's brucellosis-free status, the extreme measures being proposed in the 
DEIS (including the preferred alternative) are, in our minds, not justified in view of available 
scientific information and the minimal risk of disease transmission. We believe the problem 
would be more effectively and logically addressed through unplementation of a risk 
management disease control program focusing on management of cattle to minimize exposure 
while avoiding the wanton slaughter of bison as well as the unwelcome precedent of livestock 
officials assuming jurisdiction over wildlife. 


Additional information on the cultural and religious significance of bison to ladian people is 
outlined below. However, we believe it would be more appropriate to revise this section to 
address cach of the Tribal Nations individually and in greater detail. Certainly, attempting to 
cover all of the involved tribes and over 11,000 years of history in a mere paragraph is not 
adequate nor acceptable. 


Historically, the Plains Tribes were not farmer: but nomadic bunters whose lives depended 
upon the buffalo. These tribes divided into small bands of extended families to follow the 


buffalo across the plains, taking with them little besides their tepees, horses, and travois. Each 


Ptains Indian tribal culture was unique as were their traditional uses for bison Many different 
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pasts of the bison were caten and considered a delicacy among the various Tribes. Every pari 
of the bison was used. The skull was used in ceremonies and prayer, bones were shaped imto 
knives, clubs, arrowheads. shovels, awis, paimbrushes and shovels; the brains served in hide 
preparation, muscles were utilized in making sinew, bows, thread, arrows and gluc; hair was 
formed into rope; the hide was fashioned imio a variety of products from clothing, bedding, 
bags, and containers, to shields, drums, saddles, bull boats, and hakters, etc.; the bladder and 
stomach were used for containers and pouches, the hooves and feet for gluc and rattles. Some 
other known uses include: raw liver, gristle from the snout, raw kidney, belly fat, entrails, 
hoofs of unborn calves, marrow from leg bones, blood, parts of the stomach, brains, and 
testicles Probably the mosi universal use among Tribes was as dried meat. This was 
sometimes kept as jerky or was often processed into “pemmican”, a mixture of pulverized 
dried meat, fat, berries and other natural additives. 


Unfortunately, the nomadic life and much of our culture came to an abrupt end in the early 
1880's when the buffalo nearly became extinct (Bryan 1996). Historians have documented that 
the near extinction of the bison was, in fact, a calculated military strategy to defeat the Plains 
Indians Then Secretary of Interior, Columbus Delano, is quoted as stating thai, “he would 
rejoice, so far as the Indian was concerned, when the last buffalo was gone”. “By this means 
the Plains indian was defeated behind the lines in a battle of logistics - his supplies were cut 
off.” (Allan 1974). 


However, as a result of conservation efforts, the bison survived and with them Plains Indian 
culture Extremely spiritual, the Plains Indians have always imtegrated their religion closely 
with the natural world. Native People do not worship the buffalo, but rather hold this 
magnificent creature in high csteem and recognize it's role in the survival of our species. We 
recognize that the Creator has provided for all creation and that we all play an important and 
vital role in what is now called an ecosystem. Although each of the Montana Indian Nations 
have their own unique culture, language, and ceremonies, all view the buffalo as a sacred 
animal that ourtured their people for generations. While bison carcasses made available to 
Plains Tribes as a result of the YNP culling process have been appreciated and used with great 
respect, Indian people would much rather see bison roaming wild and free on public and tribal 
lands. The bison’s relationship to Indian people is very sacred. We believe that bison 
represem our spirit aad remind us of how our lives were once lived, “free and in harmony with 
nature.” 


Despite the near extermination of the buffalo, most Plains Indian Tribes are still very familiar 
with traditional uses of bison. Many Tribes maintain tribal bison herds from which anumals 
are periodically culled and butchered in the traditional way Every part of the buffalo body is 
used in ceremonies from the Great Sundance to the Cree Giveaway dance. While non-Indians 
often want specifics regarding our religious beliefs, and the uses and culmral significance of 
different animals, places, etc. these things are very difficult to explain. How would a non- 
Indian explain, in brief, the mystery of the Shroud of Turin or the sacredness of the Sinai 
Mountains? We are often told by Priests that we need to trust in faith, yet when our medicine 
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people say this they are scoffed at. 


To give some insight into our beliefs, know this: The Buffalo skull is used in the sacred and 
powerful Sundance, a ceremony used by many plains tribes. The Sundance ceremony is a 
celebration of new life and the fulfiliment of a vow and promise. It is a Native American 
celebration of the New Year. Our non-Indiaa relatives celebrate the New Year cach year on 
Jarwary |", while we celebrate ours during the Sundance which is held in the spring of the 
year. It is a celebration of new life, from the grass on which the buffalo cat to the great trees 
from which the Sundance Lodge is made and the Great Eagle whom is representative of the 
messenger of prayers, representing all of the wingeds. To the Jews and the Christians, a great 
covenam was made between the Creator and the people. To us, a covenant exists between 
Indian people, the Creator and the buffalo. The sacred pipe is symbolic of the covenant. 
Under the American Indian Religious Freedom Act, all agencies must consider and evaluate 
the potential effects of any proposed action to those resources of cultural and religious 
importance to Indian people. While the DEIS presents some information on potential impacts 
to archeological sites, there is no discussion regarding the cultural impacts resulting from the 
ongoing slaughter and proposed treatment of bison. 


The DEIS alternatives require the cooperation of the State of Montana, USFS, NPS, and 
AHPIS but make no mention of cooperation/coord'naiion with Tribes as equal partners. The 
subject document and planning effort has, to date, ignored the Federal Trust responsibility to 
Tribes and failed to recognize their sovereign nation status as well as the need for coordination 
on bison issues. Aside from meetings scheduled during the DEIS review period, Tribal 
involvement in formulation of the management plan and alternatives has been nonexistent. All 
Federal agencies bear a (rust responsibility to Indian Nations. It is our understanding thai the 
State is a trustee of wildlife and thus has a fiduciary responsibility to protect wildlife species 
for all people of the State. How does this coincide with the slaughter of bison? Bison represent 
an important cultural and religious resource to all Indian people and despite NPS statements to 
the contrary, bison certainly must be considered a trust resource. As such, any planning effort 
regarding bison should include the Tribes as a full and equal partner. 


While we acknowledge the concerns of livestock interests, we are dismayed by the major 
emphasis placed on the economic impacts of the proposed management plan on livestock 
operations while little is documented regarding the economic impact of a wholesale assault on 
Yellowstone's bison and/or elk both to the region’s tourism and recreation economy or to 
Indian people. In addition, there is no discussion of the cultural and religious concerns of 
Indian people. Our understanding of Park policy was that surplus bison would be made 
available to Indian tribes. The DEIS documents the number of bison killed outside the Park 
and estimates of the number of carcasses provided to Tribes during certain years. However, 
during implementation of the interim management pian, more than half of the bison removed 
from the Park went to other entities, with several hundred bison slaughtered and sold by the 
Montana Department of Livestock. We find the ~ecent slaughter and sale of these bison, which 
are the property of all the people of the United States, by the Montana Department of 
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Livestock both unacceptable and 1 pcor example of how we should be managing what is 
probably the last remaining free-ranging bison population. The DEIS aiso fails to quantify the 
effects of potential jobs lost in Indian country because of state slaughter and sale of sero- 
negative bison as well as the loss in hides, meat and other parts to Ladian communities not to 
mention the potential live animals lost that could have gone to build Tribal and/or public herds. 


It is the belief of the Tribal Fish and Wildlife Commission that the livestock industry/State 
Dept. of Livestock should not be managing bison, clk, or any other wildlife species. Bison are 
wildlife, not livestock, and they should be treated as wildlife and managed by wildlife 
professionals just like elk, antelope or other wildlife species. Professional wildlife managers 
should have responsibility for makin; decisions involving bison population management, the 
carrying capacity for bison, and need to control bison numbers based on sound biological data. 
We believe the precedent set so far in the bison issue of shifting authority for wildlife 
management to livestock interests is :ause for great concern. The DEIS states, “Some 
residents may not understand the science behind the management actions of alternatives in this 
environmental impact statement beca ise many perceive the bison as an endangered species, 
which it is not.” However, it is appirent that many of the interests currently involved in this 
issue and in formulation of the DEIS view bison as domestic livestock, which (we must poim 
out) they are not. Bison are an important wildlife species, an integral part of the ecosystem, 
both revered and respected. They should be managed accordingly. The potential ramifications 
to wildlife management should wildlife managers lose jurisdiction over wildlife to livestock 
interests are considerable. 


The approach of the State of Montam: in dealing with brucellosis in bison compared to sumilar 
disease concerns in other arenas appears conflicting af best. Montana has esseniia!ly adopted a 
“zero tolerance” policy for bison leaving the Park, sta:ung that mo risk of infection can be 
tolerated. However, during discussions on proposed game farm operations regarding the 
potential for introduction of disease into resideat wildlife and domestic herds from introduced 
game farm animals, State and livestock officials (as well as livestock groups) asserted that any 
disease concerns were simply unfounded, stating that while risks did exist they were minima! 
and should not be an issue since, “we live with risks every day when we get out of bed - it is 
part of life.” It is interesting how th: perspective changes depending on who stance t0 make 
money and who or what is at risk! 


Are elk, deer, moose, and antelope not also considered possible carriers of brucellosis? t wa 
fact that elk in both Wyoming and Montana have tested positive for bruceilosis and the disease 
has also been documented in other species. However, elk represent a substantis! fuancial 
resource for the involved states and, thus have been kept out of the picture up to ‘nis point 
under the auspices that fewer clk are infected and their patterns of habitat use do not bring 
them into as close contact with cattle, meaning the risk of transmission is less. However, in 
reality elk and bison (and cattle) utilize common habitats where the potential for reinfection 
exists. Thus, under the present line >f thinking, elk must also be considered a potential source 
of infection for bison and cattle. As such, any ecosystem scale plans/attempts to address 
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brucellosis musi encompass all affecied wildlife species (inchuding elk) to be effective. The 
recem controversy surrounding the National Blk Refuge and the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Departmeat only underscores the importance of including clk in any regional brucellosis 
policy. So why do bison continue to be killed when clk and several other species which also 
carry brucellosis roam freely? What is the sense of eradicating infected bison when the 
remaining animals may potentially b:: reinfected by elk a any time? Is t only a matter of time 
before the Livestock Board turns its sights on elk and pushes for test aod slaughter there wo? 


Based on this information, it appears both ludicrous and arbitrary and capricious for the subject 
document to only address brucellosis in and the economic effects of a test and slaughter 
Operation for bison while completely ignoring other wildlife species. Any management plan 
must clearly address both species in : comprehensive approach for any chance of success as 
weil as for adequate and meaningful analysis of alsernatives and poteatial impacts. Certainly, a 
similar brucellosis eradication progrim for elk would be significantly more costly and 
comroversial as well as having a severe impact on the economy of the area. To not address the 
full scope of the brucellosis issue hese represents, af minimum, a major oversight if not an 
intentional misreprescatation of the facts and constitutes a fatal flaw in the entire NEPA 
process. Any analysis of an ecosyst:m level brucellosis eradication program must address the 
cumulative effects of a full scale govsrnment assault upon two of the region's most important 
wildlife species, bison and elk. Alsc, if concern over the possible introduction of brucellosis 
into Montana cattle herds is so great the Commission must question why the State has not 
required cesting or curtailed the impc rtation and transport of cattle from Canada, where 
brucellosis is known to occur? 


ht is our opinion that the proposed al ernatives outlined in the DEJS do not consider nor utilize 
the best biological and scientific information available regarding brucellosis in bison. 
Decisions regarding diagnoecs, tresunent and management direction are being made based on 
assumptions that brucellosis is similar in bison and cattle. However, this does not appear to be 
the case. There is now question whether bison can even transmit brucellosis 10 domestic cattle 
in a wild situation. While early studies indicated that bison reacted much like cattle when 
infected with the disease, the methods employed in these studies have been highly criticized. 
Recem rescarch has shown that bisoi are not affected by brucellosis in the same manner as 
cattle, with few incidents of abortion and an exceedingly low rate of reproductive tissue 
infection. Based on this information, some scientists have concluded that park bison are not a 
threat to cattle with regard to transmission of brucellosis. There are indications that, at a 
minimum, the immunological response of bison to brucellosis differs, perhaps significantly, 
from cattle. Perhaps bison have dev sloped a natura) immunity to bruccllosis, the genes for 
which may be eliminated if slaughte: of all seropositive animals continues, as proposed. As 
stated in the DEIS, “The precise relstionship between scrological tests and presence of 
brucellosis abortus bacteria in bison is not well understood at this time... Research is currently 
underway ...but results are not yet available.” Thus, it appears that seropositive test results 
alone are insufficiem evidence to condemn bison to slaughter. This lack of conclusive 
scientific evidence and the most recent information an brucellosis in bison should be clearly 
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outlined and considered in formulation of alternatives. Additional ongoing and planned 


research to answer the many remaining questions regarding this disease need to be completed 
before any proposal is made to remove additional animals from the population. 


It has also yet to be scientifically proven that wansmission of bruceliosis from bison w cattle is 
a problem. In fact, despite some 80 years of interaction between infected bison and cattle, 
there has mever been a siagle documented case of wild bisun infecting cattle with brucellosis. 
In 1989, over 800 cattle from 18 different herds grazed arcas where Yellowstone bison 
occurred, yet moae of these cattle ever tested positive for exposure to brucellosis. Of the 
more than 1900 bison killed since 1994 in and around YNP, how many animals were actually 
tested for brucellosis? Of these, how many tlasme tests (considered a more reliable indication 
of xctive infection for bison) were positive? It is our understanding that of the 213 bison killed 
from 1991-92 only some 12% showed positive tissue culture tests for brucellosis. While some 
of this information is included in the Background section of the DEIS, it appears to have been 
completely overlooked in formulation of the alternatives which appear completely driven by 
livestock interests. The above information needs to be fully disclosed, analyzed and considered 
in formulation and analysis of alternatives in the DEIS. 


Based on current scientific knowledge, « appears that none of the existing alternatives outlined 
in the DEIS will solve the brucellosis problem. Do the NPS and State plan on systematically 
slaughtering every bison, elk or other species that might carry the disease? According to the 
draft report from the National Academy of Science, complete eradication of brucellosis is 
impossible, however the risk of transmission is low. Despite over 50 years of effort and 
spending billions of dollars, APHIS has been unable to climinate brucellosis in domestic cattic 
herds. Attempts to eradicate it in wild populations would be far more expensive, with even 
less chance of success. As stated by Dr. Margaret Meyer, School of Veterinary Medicine, 
Univ. of CA, Davis, “Data ... on over 2,500 serological tests, tundreds of necropsies and 
pathology findings support the conc! isions that the YNP bison herd is not “heavily infected” 
and that brucellosis in bison is not mimetic of bovine brucellosis. Purther, any attempt to 
control the disease in the YNP herd by test and slaughter based on serologic tests used for 
identifying infected cattle will do nothing but eradicate titers, eradicate bison, devastate and 
probably destroy a singularly unique, irreplaceable, awe inspiring and imcalculably valuable 
vestige of great plains heritage.” Brucellosis continues to persist in domestic livestock 
populations despite extensive and costly eradication efforts (still more than $60 million 
annually). In view of this and the potentially staggering economic, cultural and enviroamental 
costs of such an eradication program (in bison and eventually elk), we seriously question 
whether complete eradication is essential or even possible in wildlife populations. 


The issue of carrying capacity and the need to contro! bison numbers has been brought up 
repeatedly by livestock interests as necessary to curtail movement of wildlife to public and 
private lands outside the Park. However, as stated in the DEIJS, bison movements are not 
correlated with herd size. Rather, st:vere weather conditions and snow depths are the primary 
factors influencing migration of bison out of the Park. Carrying capacity and grazing impacts 
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issues have long been devated in Yellowstone. As stated wm the DEIS, the NPS is imiuating 
research to study the ecological carrying capacity in the park. However, it is recognized that 
the Park is sot a complete ecosystem for many of the large mammals thai inhabit the area. The 
nagural home ranges of maay species necessarily mclude lands ousside or 

Yellowstone. Several factors serve to influence the availability of food in the ecosystem and in 
severe wumters or drought years, anisnals must range over larger areas to meet their food 
requirements. Unfortunstely, as noted in the DEIS, many of the prime wintering arcas 
Outside/adjacemt to the Park are also locations favored for human habitation. Thus, much of the 
lower elevation areas are in private c waershép, settled/developed, or otherwite utilized for 
agriculture or livestock and are thus unavailable tw wildlife. [es addition, much of the Forest 
Service land bordering the Park is also utilized by livestock as well as for recreational and 
extraclive purposes, degrading its value to wildlife. 


As mentioned w the EIS, the Park also grooms roads and truils during winter months for 
snowmobiling and recreation. This, im qurn, has facilitated movement of bison from the 
imertor of the Park. Closure of some of these roads/trails may be required to prevent 
emigration of large mumbers of bison from the Park. We support such measures aad believe 
conservation of Yellowstone's bison should again take precedent over the cries of tourists and 
users fos more access and longer seasons. Our nations wildlife have few options and few 
remaiming habitats to ensure theirs survival. 


The DEIS states that ranching and other agricultural activities continue to provide open space 
for wildlife. However, it should als: be noted that our public lands, set aside for the 
enyoyment of all Americans and to provide habitat for and mainsain viable wildlife populations, 
are also used extensively to support privaic livestock operations. Grazing on public lands 
amoumts to roughly a $1 billion a yeer sul: idy. Livestock operators graze their cattle on 
public lands at the bargain rate of $1 35 per animal unit month compared tw $1 1-15 per unit on 
adjacent private lands. That amounts to as much as a 91% federal subsidy of grazing on public 
lands. We believe our national wildlife resources, inchuding vison, deserve at least an equal if 
Bot greater consideration. Bison and other wildlife species should have first priority with 
regard to utilizing grazing resources on the “limited” Forest Service and Bureau of Land 
Management lands outside YNP. Bison, like other wildlife, should be allowed to roam freely 
on these adjacent public lands in numbers up to the scientifically established carrying capacity. 


We also question why the issue of maintaining genetic variation within the YP bison 
population and the potential effects of killing over one third of the herd were not addressed in 
the DEIS. As stated by Knudsen anc Allendorf at the 1987 North American Bison Workshop, 
“maintenance of genetic variation should be a primary concern of managers of bison herds.” 
They state that the historical bottleneck caused by the near extinction of bison and the fact that 
they are now maintained in herds where there is often little or no exchange between groups is 
cause for concern. The survival of a species, its ability to adapt to change, depends on its 
genetic variation. Studies have confirmed a positive association between genetic variability 
and fitness as measured in increased survival, growth rates, and disease resistance. Loss of 
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genetic variation can result in juvenile mortality, reduced growth rate, and lower reproductive 
potential. ht is also mow recognized ‘hat the long-term mainseaance size (effective population 
size) of the herd is even more important than size of the founder group. Size of the herd is 
critica! in determining the rate of los: of genetic variation. 


While we recognize the concerns of ivestock interests with regard to loss of brucellosis free 
stauus, compensation is available under both Federal and State law to those who lose an 
infected herd. In addition, APHIS can not reclassify a state if the infection was imported and 
has not spread to other herds. They also have the option of addressing an outbreak by 
subdividing a state for classification .urposc, and have managed tw deal with some outbreaks in 
Wyoming without downgrading that State's stanis. It is also our understanding that APHIS has 
fo management authority over bison or other wildlife species. in view of these facts and the 
minimal potential for disease wansmission, we can only view AHPIS'S threat to downgrade 
Montana's brucellosis status as both premature and spawned by political rather than scientific 
OF protectionist motives/needs. 


lt must also be recognized that today ranching plays only a limited role in the regional 
ecomomy compared to wildlife and metural resource-related activities such as tourism and 
recreation. Thus, any brucellosis erndication policy which requires eradication of large 
numbers of bison and potentially elk would be economically and politically difficult if not 
impossible to support. We believe the minimal risks preseat for brucellosis transmission and 
the custs involved in implementing a bruceilosis eradication policy in Yellowstone wildlife 
with only questionable chance of suc 2ess, do not justify the dire consequences that may result. 
A far more effective and reasonable approach would be to minimize contaci between caitle and 
wildlife during those periods when brucellosis transmission is most probable. Since cattle are 
easier to control and manage, efforts should focus on adjusting cattle use on public lands 
within the bison winser range area oi tside the Park through adjusting areas or timing of 
allotment use. We believe it is not uareasonable to require livestock producers who use public 
lands adjacent to the Park to bear sosne of the costs for contro! of this disease which is known 
to have been introduced and to be spread by cattle. 


Current alternatives also fail to recognize the Triba) concerns and cultural values as well as the 
economic and cultural importance of bison to the American Indian people and to the region. 
Therefore, we recommend formulation and analysis of an additional alternative in the EIS, 
which would include: : 
- Maintaining a wild, free roaming, viable bison population in YNP 
- Development of sciemifically based bison population goals for the YNP herd 
(Based on science me ins based on habitat available (in YNP, Special mgmt 
areas and wintering areas to be acquired outside YNP) not politics 
Creation of a large spectal management areas outside YNP, where bison can 
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use public lands to swvive harsh winters and where they will be managed by 
wildlife professionals 


Management 0’ cattle to minimize the risk of unfection through 


- Obtaining case ments on or acquiring key winter re oge lands adjacent to 
YNP and prov ding incentives to modify livestock operations to provide 
grazing opportunities for bison and other wildlife 


- Vaccination of cattle using lands adjacent (o these special mgmt areas 


- Creation of incentives to adjust cattle grazing on public lands in/adjacem 
to bison use ar cas to avoid periods of bison use 


Only as a last resort and only when :cientific evidence indicates that the available land can not 
support more bsson, should anumals be removed through a live removal program Bison 
should remain in the public trust rather than being privatized or offered to the highest bidder 
Animals idemified for removal wouk! be captured and placed in a health certification center 
for quarantine before being relocated Negative-testing bison could then be available for 
reintroduction to Tribal or other Fed:ral lands. Sero-positive bison could be made available 
for brucellosis research, as needed. We believe culling shuld be done only as a last resort 
when it is not possible to remove bison by any other means. The Commission also urges that 
any future bison culling actions cons der tribal cultural needs. 


We do not support the quarantine feediot-type facility proposed by APHIS We believe it 
would only facilitate the spread of disease and it is doubtful any bison would ever leave there 
alive Once again, the DEIS fails to provide an objective and unbiased analysis of a reasonable 
and prudent alternative. The Tribal “ish and Wildlife Commission proposes location of a 
quarantine facility on Tribal lands. ')nder this scenario, the Tribes would agree to work with 
Federal and State Officials to assure al! quarantine protocols were met. In addition, the only 
costs incurred in creating the facility would be for construction as the Tribes would provide 
any necessary land. The health certification center would consist of a pasture-type facility 
(outside YNP and the special mgmt ¢reas) where bison could be held and managed under more 
natural/healthy conditions. The Stau: has not allowed transport of live bison to other tribal or 
Federal lands supposedly due to concerns over discase transmission. Yet they have allowed 
for the transport of live bison over state and federal highways to slaughter ‘acilities up to 160 
miles away. Certainly, if existing highways are safe enough for the transport of bison to 
slaughter (and safe enough for transport of hazardous material like nuclear missiles), we should 
be able to move bison from YNP to any sanctioned quaramtine facilities. The complete lack of 
any environmenta! analysis of haulin: live bison to slaughter only underscores how biased the 
current DEIS process has been, skew ing the reader's perception toward livestock industry 
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driven alternatives rather than encouraging @ thorough environmental analysis that addresses al! 
issues and Wentifies ail reasonable and prudent alternatives [he risk of hauling live bison to 
slaughter, quarantine facilities, or any where else should be thoroughly evaluated as it relates 
to all alternatives. 


Despite the obvious public and political pressure to resolve the brucellosis/bison controversy as 
soon as possible, we believe that the proposed solutions as outlined in the current DEIS are 
both premature and biologically unswund. The bison and elk populauons inhabiting 
Yellowstone are an important national treasure to all Americans and as such deserve the benefit 

* better scientific data regarding brucellosis transmission, more research data regarding the 

fectiveness of acceptable brucellosis vaccines for wildlife, a more thorough environmental 
analyses encompassing all wildlife species that carry brucellosis including elk, and most 
importantly, development of additional alternatives based on the latest scientific information 
rather than hastily concocted proposals, which appear to be driven by special interests 


This constitutes our comments on the draft document. We wish to reiterate that the 
Commission does not support lethal control of bison except as a last resort when live removal 
is not possible In addition, any proposed culling (done as a last resort) should recognize the 
cultural needs of the tribes. Our member Tribes strongly support the above outlined 
alternative along with our proposal to locate quarantine facilities on »vailable Tribal lands. We 
urge consideration of this option and look forward to working with you in the fumre Only 
through working together can we avoid the mistakes of the pect an | save the bison for all 
peoples 


Sincerely 


Donald Meyers, Secretary /Tresurer 

Montana Tribal Fish and Wildlife Commission 
RR | Box 542 

Box Elder, MT 59521 

406 395-4207 
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TRIBAL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE 


PO. Box 306 + LAPWA) IDAMO 63540 + (208) 043.2255 


0 ee Pew See 


October 11, 1998 


Bison Management Plan BIS Teain 

National Park Service - Sarah Branscom DSC-RP 
P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO 80225-0287 


Dear Ms. Branscom, 


The Nez Perce Tribe has received and reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DEIS) for the Interagency Bison Management Plan for the State of Montana and 
Yellowstone National Park We understand the Cooperators are attempting to deal with 
a complex and emotional set of issues in the DELS. While we can appreciate the effort 
that has gone into developing the decision document we are still struck by a sense that the 
alternative containing the “Tribal’ perspective remains to be considered 


We believe the Cooperators have violated at least the spirit if not the intent of the National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulation | 502.14 by not considering the 7 point alternative 
proposed by the Intertribal Bison Cooperative (ITBC) and the National Wildlife 
Federation (NWF) (attached) with the other alternatives evaluated. While some features 
of the ITBC/ NWF proposed alternative have been incorporated into other alternatives the 
original proposal has not been evaluated as a package. The various elements of the ITBC/ 
NWF proposal will be effective o ily as a whole proposal. We strongly recommend the 
Cooperators evaluate the ITBC alternative and issue the evaluation for public comment as 
a supplemental! EIS (SEIS). 


Eradication of bruceliosis in Yellowstone elk and bison populations is not possible at this 
time. The Executive Summary of the National Academy of Science (NAS) report entitled 
Brucellosis in the Greater Yellow stone Area indicates it will not be technically feasible to 
meet the stated goal of eradicating brucellosis in Yellowstone Park until there is an 
effective vaccine for bruceliosis for bison and elk and a system to administer the vaccine 
to the bison and clk. The Executive Summary of the NAS report concludes that 
brucellosis in the clk population in the Greater Yellowstone Area, if not eliminated, wil! 
result in a reinfection of the bison population. The DEIS does not address concerns 
regarding the brucellosis infectior in the elk population. Since a vaccine is not available 
and since the brucellosis infection in the elk population is not addressed two alternatives 
should not be considered further. Alternatives 5 and 6, whose success is tied closely to 
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the availability and use of a vaccine for brucellosis for bison are unreasonable because ; |) 
the vaccine does not exist, 2) if sich a vaccine did exist failure to vaccinate elk would 
defeat the purpose of vaccinating bison. These alternatives need to be deemed not 
worthy of further consideration in the final BIS. The goal, for this planning penod, 
should be to minimize contact bei ween bison and cattle, especially pregnant bison during 
the winter and later in the calving season, which will result in « decreased risk of 
transmission of bruce!losis bison to cattle 


We believe the threat, brucellosis represents to the cattle industry in Montana, comes not 
froin the brucellosis-infected bisc n outside the Park but from the cattle being fed in areas 
adjacent to Yellowstone Nationa) Park in the winter that may come in contact with the 
bison. The number of cattle adjacent to Yellowstone Nationa) Park during the winter, 
when the bison are outside Park toundaries, is fairly small. A combination of | | larger 
Special Management Areas which bison would not be allowed to leave and 2) some key 
land acquisitions or easements within those SMA's, and 3) some allotment purchases on 
lands administered by the Forest Service, to further enhance the distance between cattle 
and bison, and 4) a mandatory cattle vaccination program for the same area would reduce 
the risk of transmission of bruce! osis to cattle to a level that would insure the maintenance 


if ine orucellosis free status of M ontana 


It is important that the concerns cf the cattle industry be addressed in this decision. It is 
also important that al! stakeholders share part of the responsibility for the solution 
Attached is a summary we have ceveloped comparing the benefits and responsibilities of 
the [TBC/ NWF alternative and (he preferred alternative. The benefits of the preferred 
alternative are bestowed on a small group of people, while the responsibilities of the 
alternative are placed upon a separate group of people. The ITBC/ NWF plan by 
comparison spreads the responsitulities and the benefits among the stakeholders 


We believe the evaluation of the impacts should be revised. The impacts to the cattle 
producers has been over estimated while the impacts to the Tribes has been 
underestimated. The impact to the cattle producers of losing the statewide brucellos:« free 
status was identified as being ai risk. The basis for this concern needs to be explored 
further. Brucellosis free status was obtained by Montana in 1985 when the brucellosis 
injection within the bison in the Park was already documented. If the retention of the 
brucellosis free status is now dependent upon eliminating brucellosis from the elk and 
bison populations in Yellowstone Nationa! Park during this planning cycle, which the NAS 
has concluded is not possible to accomplish without a vaccine for bison and elk, then 
perhaps the impact of keeptng any bison in Yellowstone, may indeed be losing the 
brucellosis free status for the Stace of Montana. But if the brucellosis free status can be 
maintained for Montana by managing the risk of exposure of cattle, to brucellosis infected 
elk and bison, while the vaccine 's being developed, then the impact to the cattle producers 
is only the value of the grazing practices that would need to be changed to manage the risk 
of transmission. Thus, Montana is only ai risk of losing the brucellosis free status if the 
nsk of transmission from bison w cattle were to be unacceptably high, which is 
presumably the current managerrent of the situation, or the “No Action” alternative in the 
DEIS. All the other alternatives should be structured, at the minimum, to maintain the 
brucellosis free status for Montana. The impact to the cattle producers, that is 
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quantified, for the remaining alternatives, impact analysis, should be the changes required 
in the grazing practices adjacent (o Yellowstone to create a buffer im time and space 
between the wintering bison population and the cattle adjacent to the Park in the winter 
time, assuring no cattle stray int) Yellowstone during the bison calving season. The 
impact of the decision to tribes hus been evaluated to be the number of bison expected to 
be harvested muluplied umes the average price paid at auction for slaughtered animals 


The value to the Nez Perce peopl: of the harvested animals is not only the meat and the . ‘ . 
hides but the values to the Nez Perce people to relive and ancient tradition, to have bison Comparison of benefits and responsibilities of the ITBC 


meat for social occasions, or for the Senior Citizen Center luncheon program and a myriad 

of other uses such as Pow-wows and funerals. The value to us is what the meat and hides Alternative and the Preferred Alternative 
and parts allow us to do not just the dollars people have paid for a carcass at auction 

That is why the Nez Perce people, were willing to spend more than the average price the 

bison carcasses were yielding at waction, for the opportunity to retrieve bison from areas 


adjacent to the Park. Purther, a rnuch higher value is that of securing live bison from the Who shares Who Reaps the 
park to start or augment bison herds on several Indian reservations. The impact analysis S O S esponsibilities ? Benefits? 
in the DEIS did not consider the value of Tribes receiving live animals and the value of TAREROLOER a “ me 
their progeny to the Tribes or the impacts a bison herd would have in terms of jobs created ITBC __ Preferred Alt. ITBC __ Preferred Alt. 
here on the reservation, or the self esteem the members of the Tribe would have as a result 
of having a bison herd here. The ITBC has information regarding the current prices live 
animals are yielding at auction. We suggest the impact a \alysis include a component of Ranchers Some None Some Lots 
live animals, at current market value in the impact to Tribes section. 
For the reasons we have cited in this letter we urge the Cooperators to issue a SEIS that Visitors Some Lots Some None 
contains: |) the ITBC/ NWF seven point plan as alternative 8, and 2) the revised 
analysis of impacts to tribes and to livestock operations of the alternatives and 3) the Lots 
analysis of impacts to the iriba) cultural resources and landscapes which was not contained Snowmobilers Some None Some 
in the DEIS 
Native Americans Some None Lots Some 
Sincerely, 
Vametl Wf 77, 6 Federal Agencies Some Lots Lots Lots 
\ 
State Agencies Some Lots Lots Lots 


Samuel N. Penney, Chairman 
Nez Perce Tribal Executive Com nittee 
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The [TBC / NWF, 7 point proposal is different from the other 
alternatives presented by the Cooperators because it is the only 
option that: 


1. Considers the input of and socioeconomic and cultural opportunities 
for the Tribes named in ‘he EIS as affected. 


2. Creates effective, laryely non-lethal, buffers that separate bison and 
cattle ia space and time \n the absence of a bison and elk vaccine for 
brucellosis. Buffers will be created by a combination of : acquisition of 
land from willing sellers, acquisition of allotments on federal lands, 
easements on private land; and modification of terms or types of 
allotments on public lan«s. 


3. Balances responsibilities among all stakeholders (Tribes, Montana, 
Yellowstone, APHIS, Cattle Industry, Visitors and Snowmobilers ). 


4. Selectively explores how, what type, and where a quarantine facility 
would be located. 


5. Expects to generate s me private funding to help address problems 
through an offer to cooperatively develop the quarantine facility. 


Summary of the Recommendations of the Nez Perce Tribe : 


1. Analyze the ITBC/ NWF alternative as a new alternative (number 8) 
because section 1502.14 of the National Environmental Policy Act 
Regulations require the Cooperators to consider all reasonable alternatives. 


2. Distribute the new alternative to the public as a supplement to the EIS. 


3. Delete alternatives from further study in the Final EIS that rely on a vaccine 
to be successful. 


4. Fully evaluate the impacts of the alternatives to Tribes, especially the 
preferred alternative. 


5. Review and revise the language in the impact analysis section regarding the 
livestock producers. Place the impact into perspective regarding the number 
of cow-calf pairs, the number of operators that own those animals and the 
income derived on the National Forest Lands in Park and Gallatin Counties 
that would be affected. 


6. Examine the socioeconomic benefits of all alternatives, including the 
ITBC/ NWF alternative, to affected Tribes. 


7. Put the effort needed into the development of the quarantine facility to 
make it an integral part of the alternative selected rather than something to be 
started at a later date. 


8. Make more than half the bison taken in a year available to tribes. 


9. Insure that the impacts of the alternative selected is distributed across all 
stakeholders rather than exempting a few from any impacts or responsibilities. 
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The following are concerns of the Nez Perce Tribe regarding the Draft 
Bison Management EIS for Yellowstone National Park. 


Summary 

To summarize the points from Chairman Samuel N. Penney's letter (attached)the Nez 
Perce Tribe believes the Cooperators are required by NEPA regulation | 502.14 to analyze 
the 7 point alternative compiled jointly by the Intertribal Bison Cooperative (ITBC), 
National Wildlite Federation (NWF). Further the Tribe believes the ITBC/NWF 
alternative should be analyzed and issued for consideration as a SEIS. 


Goal number four, as listed in the DEIS Summary, which is to eradicate brucellosis in 
Yellowstone National Park, is not technically feasible in this planning period, the goal for 
this planning period should be to reduce the risk of brucellosis transmission from bison to 
cattle by keeping them separated. Eradication of brucellosis in bison in the Yellowstone 
National Park is not feasible at this time because a vaccine for bison and the system to 
deliver the vaccine to bison does not exist. The authors of the Summary of the National 
Academy of Sciences report on brucellosis in the Greater Yellowstone Area appear to fee! 
there is a real potential to pass brucellosis from the elk to the bison since there are many 
times more elk than bison and since the elk unlike the bison are documented to have 
abortions during the winter. Since the disease is believed to be most commonly transmitted 
through the birthing material the authors of the report have concluded the brucellosis 
infection in the elk and bison population need to be resolved at the same time or the 
infection within the elk population will re-infect the bison population. Additionally the 
report concludes eradication of brucellosis in elk will require the termination of winter elk 
feeding programs in the Greater Yellowstone Area. None of the alternatives in this DEIS 
address the brucellosis infection in the elk herd. It is not possible to eradicate brucellosis 
at this time. 


Alternatives that rely strongly on vaccination programs in bison to minimize the chance of 
transmittal to cattle are not reasonable since a vaccine for bison and elk does not exist. 
Therefore, if an alternative is selected that includes vaccines to minimize the chance of 
brucellosis infection in cattle, the other elements of the program need to be effective in the 
absence of a vaccine. The Nez Perce Tribe strongly recommends the Cooperators drop 
from further consideration, ajternatives 5 and 6 that rely on vaccination of bison to 
diminish the rate of brucellosis infection among bison and thereby minimize risk of 
exposure to cattle. 


The impacts on livestock, under the heading impacts common to all alternatives, on page 
234 of the DEIS lists three types of activities designed to reduce the risk of transmission 
of brucellosis from bison to cattle. They are : |) actions that maintain separation of bison 
and cattle, 2) actions that reduce the incidence of infection and 3) actions that reduce the 
numbers of bison. Activity number 2 and 3 invoive destruction of bison. Without a 

vaccine for elk and bison for brucellosis activity number 2 is ineffective. The preferred 

alternative conservativly uses Special Management Areas (activity number |) especially in 
the Reese Creek area which has been used quite heavily in the recent past as winter range 
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by bison. But, even the creation of the Special Management Areas causes concerns such 
as is found in the last paragraph cf the section entitled methodologies for analyzing 
impacts on page 234 of the DEIS, where concern is expressed that animal health 
authorities might view the SMA\s as buffer zones for diseased bison to leave Yellowstone 
National Park and therefore cattle: grazed in Montana could receive lower prices in the 
marketplace. We are very much concerned that if two of the three tools the Cooperators 
are considering for use in this situation are unavailable or ineffective, the solution of 
choice would be to reduce the number of bison. It is not reasonable, for two thirds of the 
actions proposed to reduce risk, t) involve destruction of bison while restrictions on 
grazing of cattle, to create more ¢ffective separation of bison and cattle, is not considered 
a risk management techuique. The DEIS does not contain safeguards to insure the 
destruction of bison, does not become the only solution used. This discussion is found in 
the impacts to cattle section of th: DEIS. It can not be viewed as a reasonable decision if 
the only effective basis of managing risk of transmission is to reduce the bison herd size. 
The SEIS must address this concern. 


The Cooperators must evaluate the impacts to the Tribes as listed in the DEIS. The 
analysis must be done in a reasonable manner and in a way that does not minimize impacts 
to Tribes while maximizing the irnpacts to the cattle raising industry. The Cooperators are 
bound to consider all reasonable ilternatives, which means the ITBC/NWF alternative 
needs to be analyzed. The best way to perform this analysis so the Nez Perce Tribe and 
the public can review and comment on it before a decision is issued is to develop and 
release a SEIS. 
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The following are the genera: comments of the Nez Perce Tribe regarding the 
Draft Bison Management Plan for Yellowstone National Park and the 
surrounding area. To facilitate the Cooperators use of the comments they are 
broken down by subject avea and have a series of recommendations at the end 
of each section. It is important to the Tribe the comments be understood by 
the Cooperators. If there is any question with these comments please feel 
free to call us and see if we can clarify the specific concern for yon. 


Policy Questions 

(208) 843-2253 

Samuel N. Penney, Chairman of the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee 
James Holt, Member of the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee 


Technical Questions 

(208) 843-7328 

Jack Bell, Manager, Natrual Resource Department 

Jason Lyon, Acting Director, Cultural Resources Program 
Keith Lawrence, Director, Wildlife Program 


(208) 843-2271 Nee-Mee-Poo Health 


(208) 843-2261 
Nez Perce National Historical Park, Bob Chenoweth, Otis Halfmoon, Kevin 
Peters 


1. CONCERNS REGARDING THE USE OF A BISON VACCINE 
VACCINATED ANIMALS WILL TEST POSITIVE. While there is no vaccine for bison 
and clk for brucellosis at the time this DEIS is written, the Nez Perce Tribe hopes one will 
be developed soon. However, th: use of a vaccine will require changes to the protocol 
regarding which animals to slaugtiter in the future. According to the National Academy of 
Sciences report a serum test for brucellosis will document the active pathogen or brucella 
antibodies. The imtroduction of a vaccine to the bison population would make all the 
animals vaccinated test positive. A serum test, therefore, can not be the basis for a 
decision of whether or not to slaujhter vaccinated animals. Many of the alternatives in the 
DEIS that contain vaccination programs also call for the slaughter of animals that test 
positive. It appears to us to be a s-if fulfilling prophecy to decide to slaughter all animals 
that test positive and then introduce an agent, into as much of the population as possible, 
that causes animals to test positive: for brucellosis. 


NO EFFECTIVE DELIVERY S“STEM FOR THE VACCINE. The DEIS states that 
vaccination may be done from the air with dart guns. Even if animals are marked at the 
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time of inoculation there will not de certainty that (wo years after darting an animal now 
testing positive was successfully vaccinated or that the positive indication 1s the result of 
the vaccination. Conversely, aniinals vaccinated wil! show positive whether or not they 
have been infected with brucelios:s. A policy to slaughter al! animals caught in the 
trapping facilities that test positive for brucel!osis (preferred alternative) will not 
differentiate between vaccinated animals and infected animals and all would be 
slaughtered. At some point in the future after the vaccine is developed and implemented 
the majority of the bison will test positive for brucellosis. How then does Chart 3 page 
xv of the summary predict falling rates of seroprevalence? After the development and use 
of a vaccing the positive serum test can't be the basis for slaughtering Bison. A new 
protocol will need to be develope J. 


Again, our concern, is to address what is technically feasible at the present time and what 
methods yield the best results. Alternative 5 and 6 rely on testing, slaughter and 
vaccination to rid the bison population of brucellosis. We are extremely concerned that 
without a vaccine most animals leaving the Park at Reese Creek will be slaughtered and 
once a vaccine is available and widely used all animals that leave Yellowstone National 
Park will be slaughtered. 


CONCLUSION / RECOMMENDATIONS: 
A method to deliver a vaccination to bison and elk needs to be devised. 


When a vaccine is developed and in use the testing protocol on animals inoculated 
by airborne staff will need to be changed. 


2. DO NOT CONSIDER ALTERNATIVE FIVE FURTHER. 

DROP ALTERNATIVE FIVE FROM FURTHER CONSIDERATION BECAUSE IT 
CONFLICTS WITH PARK POLICIES. Alternative 5 should be dropped from further 
consideration because the location of capture facilities within Yellowstone Nationa! Park 
violates the pledge among the Cooperators that is found in the Summary after Objective 9 
whereby the Cooperators agree to observe the policies and regulations of the other 
Cooperators. The National Park Service policies violated are found on page 359 in 
Appendix E: Legislation and Policy Guidance. The two policies that speak most directly 
to the criteria of alternative five are : 


“Parks having native migratory species will ensure the preservation of their 
populations and their habitat: inside the park and will cooperate wherever 
possible with others to ensurc the preservation of their populations and habitats 
outside the park. Management action may include participation in regional land 
use planning efforts and cooperation with states and native American authorities 
in the setting of game harves: regulations for |and outside the park.” (Chap.4:7) 
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“Natural processes will be relied on to control populations of native species to 
the greatest extent possible. Unnatural concentrations of native species caused 
by human activities may be controlled if the activities ausing the concentrations 
can not be controlled.” (Chap.4:6) 


CONCLUSION/ RECOMMENDATION : 

National Park Service policies prohibit the development and operation of multiple 
capture facilities within Yellowstone National Park for bison or elk before several 
other options are exhausted wh ch include: 1) the use of additional Foresi Service 
administered land outside the park as bison winter range 2) the consideration of not 
grooming as mary roads for sny»wmobile use in the winter in an attempt‘ inhibit 
bison migration out of Yellowstone National Park. Because Alternative 5 violates 
Park Policy and the Cooperators have agreed not to viwl.‘c the policies of the 
Cooperators, this alternative should not be considered further. 

The preferred alternative does not allow the National Park Service to " cooperate 
wherever possible" with ranchers and permittees outside the Park because the 
alternative does not provide for any cooperation with permittees beyond current 
practices. 


3. OBJECTIVES and CONSTRAINTS Page vi and vii in EIS 

RELATIVE IMPORTANCE OF OBJECTIVES. The objectives are very important 
because they drive the development of the EIS and the alternatives. It is vital, then, for 
the Objectives be clear and under:tood by all. 


OBJECTIVE FIVE QUALIFICATION. Objective 5, Protect livestock from the risk of 
brucellosis, needs to be clarified. The NAS report indicates it will be a period of time 
before it is possible to significant! ; reduce the rate of brucellosis infection in bison. Until a 
vaccine for bison and elk and a method of distributing the vaccine are developed, risk of 
exposure to cattle from bruceliosi; in the bison population will be managed, bui not 
eliminated. Compounding the concerns about the spread of brucellosis in the absence of 
the bison and elk vaccine is the risk of possible transmission between the elk and caitle. 
The transmission of brucellosis between elk and bison is not addressed in the DEIS. 

Since brucellosis in elk and bison in the Greater Yellowstone Area can not be eradicated in 
the next few years, the Cooperators are really going to have to attempt to manage the 
amount of risk that exists of brucellosis transmission from elk and bison to cattle. 


OBJECTIVE SEVEN REVISION. Objective 7, which is to maintain a viable population 
of bison, does not indicate which direction on the spectrum of viability the desired 
population wil] be managed. Is the Objective to maintain a smal) viable population or a 
larger but still viable population or something in between? The Nez Perce Tribe feels the 
bison are an important part of the Yellowstone Ecosystem, likely having been present 
there for the last several centuries As with Objective 5, we feel it is imperative for the 
Objective to contain an indication of what level or direction the viable population should 
be managed toward. Policies of th= National Park Service and the Yellowstone National 
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Park clearly state natural populat on controls are the preferred choice (Page 359 of the 
DEIS Yellowstone National Park Master Plan (1974). If park policies are to be 
incorporated into the FEIS, we feel the objective should indicate something more than the 
minimum viable bison population is the desired outcome of the implementation of this 
plan. Objective 7 needs to incorporate an indication of the intent of the population goal. 


OBJECTIVE NINE RESTRUCTURING. Objective 9 is “Recognize the need for 
coordination in the management of natural and cultural resource values that are the 
responsibility of the signatory agencies.” It is plain to us natura) resources are cultural 
resources. We are not sure what his Objective is intended to accomplish but it seems to 
be much weaker than the stateme st that follows it that is not even a numbered objective. 
as it relates to the Nez Perce National Historic Park, which has sites in three states. We 
know that the staff and the Park Service as an agency of the federal 

undersiands the government to government relationship that exists between the Nez Perce 
Tribe and the Federal Governmert and that the relationship was formalized through the 
Treaties of 1855 and 1863. Additionally we know the Park Service and the Government 
of the United Sates acknowledge: the Trust responsibility agreed to in the treaty in which 
the federal government accepted responsibilities for the management of some resources 
previously managed by the Tribe. We are very concerned that this document upon 
recognizing the historical use of the area by the Nez Perce, the Nez Perce cultural ties to 
Tribes, then attempts to address those responsibilities through a pledge of coordination 
that does not have a clear purpose or intent. Coordination is good but can not replace the 
National Park Service responsibilities to manage the bison resource as a cultural resource. 
on behalf of, and for the benefit of the Nez Perce people. 


CONCLUSIONS/ RECOMMENDATIONS: 

OBJECTIVE 5. Under the current technical capabilities cattle can not be protected 
from ali risk of transmission of brucellosis from bison to cattle uniess all bison and 
elk are eliminated. Since this is not proposed, there will still be some risk. The 
Objective should be to decrease or manage the level of risk accepted over time. 


OBJECTIVE 7. This objective does not provide any guidance on the desired size of 
the bison herd and either needs to incorporate an indication of the desired 
population goal or develop a separate goal that does. We suggest maintaining the 
bison herd near the carrying capacity of the Yellowstone National Park and the 
SMA's adjacent to Yellowstone. 


OBJECTIVE 9. This Objective needs to be revised. We would welcome some dialog 
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4, DISTRIBUTION OF SLAUGHTERED BISON. 

CRITERIA TO SEND BISON TO SLAUGHTER OR HARVEST IN THE FIBLD. 
Implementation of the new management plan will, at some point, likely result in animals 
being trapped outside the Park and tested. As a result of the testing, some may be 
slaughtered. Without discussing the number of animals slaughtered or the critena for 
when to slaughter animals we feel compelled to address the disposition of the harvested 
an.mals. There is a0 discussion of the criteria used to decide when bison will be taken to 
slaughter or when they are to be shot in the field or why tribal members are |imited only to 
animals shot in the field. 


DISPOSITION OF SLAUGHTERED ANIMALS. The | |th paragraph under the heading 

entitled "Features Common To All A (ternatives” on page 6 of the Summury simply states: 
“Slaughtered Vison could be uctioned or distributed to social service 
organizations. Bison shot in the field may be released to tribes. Live bison will be 
available if they had completed the approved quarantine protocol.” 

There are several concerns raised by the attitude embodied in this summary the 

Cooperators need to address. The basic concern is that there will be a competition for 

scarce resources (harvested bison and the mechanism whereby the Cooperators or a lead 

agency will decide how the animals are to be distributed is not delineated. 


CONCERNS WITH HARVEST iN THE FIELD. The experience of the Nez Perce Tribe 
has been the state woikers in the field shooting bison tend to sacrifice good shots to 
emphasize the harvest of more animals. Many of the animals retrieved were dispatched 
cleanly and efficiently. Many others were not. Members of the Tribe have retrieved 
animals that were shot in a manner commonly known as “gut shot" where the stomach or 
intestines of the animal were ruptured by bullets and the body cavity was exposed to the 
stomach contents or the fecal material in the intestunes. Typically the shooters are in the 
field before daylight and the tribal members are led from a gathering place to the killing 
field after the shooting is over. Delays in cleaning a gut shot animal can cause some meat 
to spoil. Other animals had wouncls in areas that produce the best cuts meat. As you are 
aware a bullet wound to a muscle results in a lot of bleeding and damage to the 
surrounding tissue rendering it inedible. While everyone would like an animal that has 
been cleanly killed we understand the conditions that people are working under. What 
does not seen appropriate is to reserve al) the slaughtered animals for potential 
distribution to social service organizations or to auction them off rather than to make 
some available to tribes. 


CULTURAL USES VS. INCOME FOR THE STATE. Without guidelines delineating 
how the bison harvested wil) be distributed, we feel cultural uses for these animals are 
pitted against the desire to raise funds from their sale. It is hard to understand this 
perspective v’hen the Suramary on page 19 recognizes tribal members in Montana have a 
lowe: per capita income than non-Indians, and that 46% of the tribal members in Montana 
live below the poverty line while about 17% of the non-Indian population suffers the same 
fate. In addition the unemployment rate among tribal members in Montana is 46% while 
the non-Indian people have a 2-5% unemployment rate. 
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PAST DISTRIBUTION In the winter of 1996-1997 there were | ,084 bison harvested, 
Of that total 513 were killed in the field and retrieved by members of several tribes. The 
State Dept. of Agriculture did not differentiate between coordinating the distribution of 
animals through Tribal Governments or other organizations such as Native American 
Student organizations. Purther Tribes with no historic ties to the Greater ‘Yellowstone 
Area were considered for access t) the distribution of carcasses. 


When there is a compelling need for these resources among the Indian community and also 
a recognized cultural tie to animals, and the area they come from, and an expressed desire 
to devote the scarce resources available to retrieving the animals when killed in the field 
(the cheapest solution available at the time) it is hard to understand why the State chose to 
reserve roughly half the animals for distribution to outlets other than Tribes or for sale at 
auction. In the Summary (page 1) it is recognized that bison meat sells for nearly twice 
what beef does because it is considered a health food by some consumers. It is 
exasperating (0 see stories of Yellowstone Bison being sold at auctions and transported 
around the country for use in restaurants and elsewhere when the Cooperators also 
recognize the need, that the original owners have for this resource today. 


The EIS needs to address the distribution issue because once capture faciliues are 
developed it will be easier to round up live animals and ship them to slaughter. How can 
the Cooperators review this data and conclude the potential distribution of 720 bison 
carcasses over the next four years would have a negligible impact on tribes in the future. 
The Nez Perce Tribe feels the abil ty to receive animals has a significant impact on the 
Tribe, and the culture of the Nez Perce Tribe. The animals retrieved by Nez Perce people 
have revived a tradition that had likely not been exercised for a nearly century. It was a 
spiritual awakening for those that were able to participate. 


CONCLUSIONS/ RECOMMENDATIONS ; 

It is hard for us to avoid the conclusion the Cooperators have judged the issues from 
a reference frame that does not inclade a tribal perspective. We believe the policies 
of the Cooperators commit the SEIS to, at the minimum, evaluate the impacts of the 
decisions of the Cooperators thut are caused by this decisio. Hew and to whom the 
bison harvested are distributed is certainly an impact to the tribes listed in the 
DEIS. 


Animats should be distributed through coordination directly with designated 
representatives of tribal governments. 


Harvested animals should be made available to the Tribes listed in the DEIS. 
Harvested animals should not be auctioned off. 


The formula for distribution of animals between Tribes or Social Organizations 
needs to be formalized. Because of the unemployment and the poverty surrounding 
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Tribes and the cultural thes to the region for the last several thousand years we 
recommend the Tribes receive 15% or more of the animals killed in the fleld or 
slaughtered. 


The value to members of the Nez Perce Tribe of the slaughtered animals can not be 
considered to be simply the average price received at auction last year. The value 
should include at least the fuads spent to make the trip and recover the animal(s). 
But it also very true the value of the animals to tribal members is not based on solely 
on economics. Many families that left the Nez Perce Reservation to retrieve bison 
drove two vehicles to Yellowstone with several family members to help. They 
typically stayed overnight in 2 motel, ate some of their meals at restaurants and in 
the late winter would communally rent snowmobiles to facilitate retrieval of the 
animals. Upon returning with large quantities of meat and exhausted from their 
efforts, often in near zero weather, and in one case a blizzard, many people chose to 
have their meat cut and wrapped. Additionally some people chose to have their 
hides professionally tanned to iasure the hair remained on the hide. Many of the 
hides were between 65 and 75 square feet and the price for tanning was between 
$13.00 and $15.00 per square foot. One family had a bison head mounted and gave 
it to the Nez Perce Tribal Executive Committee (NPTEC) and it now hangs in the 
room where the elected leadership of the Tribe, NPTEC, holds its meetings. 
Obviously, based on the expenditures of individuals the value of the animals to 
then is alot higher than simply the auction price. 


5. VALUE TO TRIBES OF RECEIVING LIVE AND SLAUGHTERED BISON. 
RAVNDAL REPORT. When the interim management guidelines were developed, the 
National Park Service contracted with Virginia Ravndal to gather information regarding 
the cultural ramifications of the bison in Yellowstone from the Tribal perspective. The 
draft report Ms. Ravadal developed, which is referenced as being completed in 1997 on 
page 245 of the DEIS should be included in the appendices of the SEIS, especially since it 
was apparently never published. At the very minimum we would like to receive a copy of 
this draft report since we do not know what it contains regarding the Nez Perce Tribe. 


The value of the animals alive anc the impact of their progeny starting bison herds on 
reservations has not been considered but should be a part of the decision. The DEIS has 
estimates of the carcasses that may be available under each option but the number an 
estimate of the number of live bison the Tribes could expect to receive was not found 


CONCLUSIONS/ RECOMMENDATIONS 
The Cooperators must incorporate the cultural value of the bison to the Tribes. 


The value of the bison alive to start other herds on reservations is not evaluated but 
should be. 


The opportunity to start other herds on reservations \s enhanced through the 
support and technical abilities the Intertribal Bison Cooperative makes available to 
Tribes. The value of this support contributes to the expected success Tribes would 
have with starting herds given live animals from Yellowstone National Park. 


The Cultural section of the ELS needs to be expanded to portray the values of the 
bison to the tribes. Uf the Cooperators do not have sufficient information to 
complete this section we recomend you consult with Dr. Deward Walker, of 
Colorado State University rega: ding the significance of bison to Nez Perce people 
and contact owr Cultural Resource Program to explore the possibility of conducting 
interviews with Tribal elders. (he contacts with the elders would indicate how the 
bison is woven into the culture «f the Nez Perce people. Of course the Cooperators 
are free to contact the staff of the Nez Perce National Historical Park in Spalding 
Idaho too. We would recomme od contacting either Otis Halfmoon or Kevin Peiers 
at Spaulding. Bob Chenoweth sho manages the museum collections has said there 
are several items in the collecticas that are made from bison. 


6. PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE BURDEN OF IMPLEMENTATION. 

The DEIS minimizes impacts of the preferred alternative implementation to Tribes 
and maximizes impacts to catth producers while placing the burden of the 
implementation on the Tribes and tourists and protecting the cattle producers and 
snowmobile enthusiasts. The language in the SEIS describing impacts to Tribes 
should address this imbalance. 


VALUE AT RISK FOR CATTLI IS VALUE OF GRAZING NEAR PARK. The 
preferred alternative puts the burden of the change in management style upon the bison, 
the Tribes and the tourist industry in the area. None of the burden of the change is 
carned by the winter snowmobile users or associated support services or the people 
raising the estimated 2,019 cow. ¢ alf pairs in the region. 


The Cooperators have evaluated the impact to the cattle industry of Montana if the State 
were to lose its brucellosis free designation. However, the DEIS does not compare the 
value of the 2,019 cow-calf pairs located near Yellowstone National Park with: 1) the 
value of the live bison (at $1,400 10 $4,000 per héad for live animals) and 2) the financial 
impacts of the potential decrease n tourist numbers or 3) the cultural and economic 
impacts to tribes based on imple mentation of the preferred alternative. There is no 
analysis that encompasses the value to Tribes of receiving live animals to start or augment 
bison herds existing on tribal. Th: argument is made that the value to the cattle industry 
of the proposed action is the value of all the grazing in the entire state since the brucellosis 
free status is what is at risk. In reality the cattle nearest Yellowstone Park, what the 
DEIS describes as 2% of the graz ng in Gallatin and Park Counties, is the value that is at 
risk to create larger SMA's outside the Park for bison to winter on. It is the value of part 
of the 2,019 cow-calf pairs that st ould be compared with the impacts to bison, Tribes and 
tourists. creating larger or smaller SMA's would affect the amount of grazing by 
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domestic cattle still allowed adjacent to Yellow.ione National Park. The SMA's or 
buffers as we prefer to cal] them would be increased in size through the use of casements, 
acquisitions and modifying grazing practices or operations as well as cattle vaccinations. 
The buffer would provide an ares for bison to winter outside the Park and reduce the risk 
of transmussion of brucellosis froin bison to cattle, which has never been documented to 
occur, by diminishing the chance the animals would come in contact. 


CONCLUSIONS/ RECOMMENDATIONS : 
The manner in which the impa:ts and benefits of the alternatives are estimated is 
flawed and needs to be fixed. 


The cost of keeping bison outside the Park is the cost of creating a buffer between 
the bison and elk and the cattle, In the preferred alternative the buffers near the 
Reese Creek area are small anc the plan is to harvest bison leaving the SMA's. 
While the DEIS preferred alternative calls for the use of a quarantine facility there 
is no planned start up date for the facility. When the facility is opened bison testing 
negative may be held through the winter and released back into the Park in the 
Spring. Consequently the preferred alternative will result in bison leaving 
Yellowstone near Reese Creek being killed until the quarantine facility is built. 
Conversely, in alternative 2 and presumably in the [TBC/ NWF alternative the 
buffer areas are larger in the Roese Cree’ area, providing mor’ winter range for 
bison and a greater chance larger numbers of bison will live to see the next season 
and return to the Park. What is at risk to create the larger buffer area is the 
limiting of season of allotment ise or in some selected cases the elimination grazing 
near Yellowstone National Park on both private and federally managed lands, 
largely what is referred to as the grazing in Gallatin and Park Counties. The 
impact analysis should only include the value of some of the 2,019 cow calf pairs 
using this area rather than the cattle industry in the State because, it is only a 
portion of this regional industry that would be impacted in the 1TBC/ NWF 
alternative or Alternative 2. 


Conversely the impacts to Tribes of the small SMA's have been underestimated 
because, under the preferred alternative, without the quarantine facility bison will 
be shot in the field or captured and sent to slaughter regardless of whether they test 
positive or negative for brucelisis. The loss of the value of live bison distributed to 
tribes was not considered. The value to the Nez Perce Tribe of the bison killed was 
underestimated by using only te average value Montana received for the bison at 
auction. 


The Citizens’ Plan to Save Yello vstone Buffalo states the U.S. Forest Service recieves 
roughly $5,000 for grazing on federal lands adjacent to Yellowstone in Park and 
Gallatin Counties. Fuirther they assert that the 2,019 cow-calf pairs are owned by 
14 ranchers. We have a picture a large balancing scale in our mind with the 14 
permittees and $5,000 and the value of the cattle raised in a season, together with 
several thousand snowmobilers and the snowmobile rental shops on one side of the 


scale and on the other side would be literally thousands of Native Americans from 
several sovereign Nations, the value of hundreds of live and harvested bison, the 
cultural impacts of reducing the bison herd in the Park, the potential to reduce the 
Park tourist numbers and the impacts that has on associated industries and the 
bison themselves and of course the prestige among Indian Country of the ITBC 
operating the Quarantine facility. We can not picture how the Cooperators ever 
picture this scale balancing. 


7. BRUCELLOSIS IN ELK. 

FEEDING PROGRAMS INCRE ASE INFECTION RATE IN BLK. 

Elk are currently fed outside the park to maintain a large population of animals for 
recreational purposes and to mini mize their interaction with cattle which also minimizes 
damage to hay crops from elk ( axd fences). Idaho has already decided to unilaterally 
stop feeding elk that leave the pak for winter ranges outside and to harvest more animals 
to reduce herd sizes to reduce crowding and hopefully reduce the infection rate of 
brucellosis among elk leaving Yellowstone National Park and wintering in Idaho. While 
we are not aware of the scope of the Idaho feeding program for Yellowstone elk in Idaho 
is, the other feeding programs support a large number of animals. If all winter feeding of 
elk were to end as the National Academy of Sciences report indicates will be needed to 
reduce the rate of brucellosis infection in elk, then the impacts of reducing the herd elk 
herd size and the associated dasiwges that will occur on lands adjacent to the established 
feeding stations must be evaluate i. The DEIS is mute on the elk brucellosis infection 
except to say it will be evaluated in another decision document. We fee) these decisions 
are linked and should be evaluate 4 together; to evaluate them separately illegally segments 
the problem and the planning for the solutions under NEPA. The impacts of the decision 
to reduce the risk of transmission of brucellosis from bison and elk to cattle can not be 
evaluated in pieces but rather as «ne decision. 


INFECTED ELK MOVEMENTS MAY DEFEAT BISON SMA's. The use of SMA's has 
been developed to restrict bison movements to minimize the possibility the elk and bison 
will come in contact. But the Cooperators have not evaluated whether the elk which exist 
in far greater numbers than bison and have been documented to have spontaneous 
abortions in the winter, pose the :ame risk (0 cattle as bison might or if the elk are also 
expected to stay within the SMA's move beyond the boundaries of the proposed SMA's. 


HOW TO DEAL WITH INFECTED ELK. The Department of Livestock has empowered 
people to kill bison found own their private property. Will elk also be shot to minimize 
risk, whether or not they test positive for brucellosis just to prevent them from occupying 
the same areas as cattle? The ab lity of the infected elk to move at will while the bison are 
artificially restricted seems to defeat the purpose of creating the SMA's to limit the 
geographical area the bison could spread brucellosis within. Are we trying to reduce or 
munimize the risk of transmission of bruceliosis from bison to cattle only to have the effort 
foiled by elk that travel the same routes as the bison but are allowed to winter on private 
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lands near cattle operations” The brucellosis infecuon in the elk population hinders the 
effectiveness of any alternative to manage bison alone to meet the Objectives of this DEIS. 


CONCLUSIONS/ RECOMMENDATIONS ; 
Winter elk feeding programs maintain clk populations at artificially high levels 
within and adjacent to Yellows one National Park. Various public agencies 
maintain the feeding programs because : 
a) The programs are popular with the public for a variety of reasons. 
b) The feeding programs maintains the clk population at a level higher than 
possible without the prozrams. 
c) the feeding programs concentrate wintering animals and therefore 
minimize damage to adjvining private property. 
The DEIS does not address the inspacts of the winter feeding program, especially 
the impacts created by facilitating a higher br. .cellosis infection rate among elk, or 
the impacts of stopping the winter feeding program. The SKIS should evaluate 
these concerns. 


There is no reason to kill or round up and slaughter bison leaving the SMA's, if the 
infected elk are allowed to leave the SMA's and mingle with cattle. The elk 
migration impact on the attempt to manage risk of bison (o cattle transmission of 
brucellosis needs to be evaluated in the SEIS. 


Differences in difficulty between the capture and testing of bison and capture and 
testing of elk for brucellosis wil) need to be analyzed. 


While etk, as bison, have not been documented to transmit brucellosis to cattle, 
there is a perceived threat as there is with from the brucellosis infection in the bison 
herd and the Idaho Departmen: of Fish and Game has started to address that risk 
through addressing the brucelk sis infection in elk that winter adjacent to 
Yellowstone National Park in Iciaho. Since the elk herd in the Greater Yellowstone 
Area is estimated at more than 56 times the size of the bison herd doesn't the greater 
numbers translate into a higher risk for transmission than with bison? The elk and 
bison infections are linked through the NAS report and decisions regarding 
brucellosis management in both can not be segmented. The analysis should happen 
in the SEIS. 


What are the recommendations for handling infected elk? How will they be 
captured and tested? What are the impacts of manipulating the elk population on 
the Tribes, the tourist industry, the impacts the impacts to the visual resources. 
The elk population goals (herd ::ize and composition has not been discussed. 


The brucellosis infection in the elk will hinder the effectiveness of any alternative 
selected. How much of an impact the infection in the elk population will have has 
not been analyzed. According t> the National Academy of Sciences report the 
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infection in the elk population wil! prevent the Cooperators from attaining objective 
four of the DELS. 


8. BALANCING THE BURDEN OF THE IMPACTS OF THE PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE. 

IMPACTS OF THE CURRENT PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE FALL ON A SMALL 
SEGMENT OF THE PUBLIC WHILE THE BENEFITS ARE REAPED 
ECONOMICALLY BY A FEW. Reading the DEIS we are struck by the feeling there is 
no advocate for bison among the Cooperators. The perspective we receive in the 
preferred alternative is that the bison population wili sacrifice for the greater good of the 
statewide ranching community. Tribes readily identify with this situation. There would 
not be a statewide ranching community without the grazing |ands that were obtained 
through treaty from Tribes. Anc yet the lands obtained are not enough. Now bison in 
the park need to be managed to minimize a threat to the statewide cattle industry. This 
threat didn't even originate with the bison but was most likely introduced with cattle 
brought from Europe. So the bison herd, the Native Americans who would benefit from 
the bison and the national and international tourists ali will be negatively impacted to the 
benefit of the owners of 2,019 cow- calf pairs that some believe are owned by only a few 
people. It is also anticipated the winter snowmobile activity would not be disrupted by the 
preferred alternative. A decision to place the burden of the decision on the bison and not 
share the impacts/ costs with the cattle or winter recreation industry, appears to be a 
political solution especially when the impacts are compared to the return to the owners of 
the Nawonal Forest for the grazing of domestic cattle 


RECOMMENDATIONS/ CONCLUSIONS: 

The return for grazing cattle on the National Forest is reiatively small in terms of 
dollars. The return is not balanced against the estimated worth to tribes of getting 
bison out alive and to reservations. The impacts should not be focused on the Tribes 
and the bison and those that appreciate the visual resources. They should be 
spread across the spectrum of stakeholders instesd of shared by afew. Creating 
larger SMA's that are likely to be more effective, but will require changes to grazing 
practices on federal lands, is an example of how the Nez Perce Tribe would expect 
the Cooperators to shift some of the burdens of the preferred alternative to the other 
stakeholders. 


9. SEROPREVALENCE. 

HOW CAN SEROPREVALENCE CHANGE WITHOUT A VACCINE OR AN 
EFFECTIVE DELIVERY SYSTEM? 

Page 13 of the EIS summary. The DRIS Summary in Chart 3 page XV states 
seroprevalence would be 0% after completion of capture, test, and slaughter operation by 
2013. The Chart shows a zero infection rate @ year 2011. The Nationa) Academy of 
Science states on page |3 of the summary of their report states that the bison will not be 
rid of brucellosis until there is an effective vaccine and a delivery system. Even this does 
not account for re-infection from other sources such as elk or predators having fed on 
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infected bison. The predicted seroprevalence 1s derived solely from a mode! output that 
does not account for the fact an ¢ifective vaccine for bison does not exist at this time. The 
review by the NAS says the mode! output is not technically possible. 


RECOMMENDATIONS/ CONCLUSIONS : 

The DEIS contains « chart precicting the measurable change in seroprevalence in 
bison in Yellowstone as a result of the use of a vaccine. There is no vaccine in 
existence for bison. While the «ffects of a vaccine can be predicted the decision to be 
made by the Cooperators should be based on the tools available at the writing of this 
decision document and ; ailabie to implement this plan this winter. Chart 3, page 
xv should be deleted f om the plan. The focus of the management should be the 
management of risk vy the sepuration of bison and cattle and the vaccination of the 
cattle existing adjacent to the Yellowstone Park. 


10. EXISTING CAPTURE FACILITIES. 

WERE EXISTING CAPTURE FACILITIES APPROVED THROUGH A NEPA 
DOCUMENT? The No action aliernative includes capture facilities. Were the 
development and operation of capture facilities inside Yellowstone National Park 
subjected to NEPA review within the interim operating plan”? If not, it is unreasonable to 
grandfather the capture facilities into the No Action alternative. 


WHAT HAS BEEN THE EXPERIENCE OF OPERATING THE QUARANTINE 
FACILITY FOR THE WINTER OF | 997-1998? 

The Superintendent of Yellowstone National Park decided on November 27th of 1997 
that the changes to the Interim Management Plan to change the Stephens Creek facility to 
“selectively” hold animals that test negative for brucellosis through the winter and move 
them back to the Park in the spring. 


RECOMMENDATIONS/ CONCLUSIONS : 

According to the action by the Yellowstone Park Superintendent on pages 327-328 
of the DEIS the changes to the interim management plan did not require additional 
analysis under NEPA. if the cupture facilities inside Yellowstone National Park 
were not evaluated in a previous EA or EIS their impacts should evaluated in the 
SEIS rather than simply included im the No Action Alternative. 


One of the changes in bioson management for the winter of 1997-1998 was the 
inclusion of the provisions to capture animals in the Reese (reel. area, test and then 
hold animals for the winter that tested negative, so they can be released in 
Yellowstone in the Spring. The facilities developed to support this effort sound like 
the precursor to the Quarantine Facility mentioned in the DEIS. How many 
animals were captured? What sex and age were they? How many tested positive 
and were slaughtered and how many tested negative and were held through the 
winter and released back to the Park in the cpring time? Where is the holding 
facility located? How many annals can it accommodate? What are the provisions 
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for keeping the animals testing negative separute from new animals caught in the 

trap? These holding facilities :hould be likely be considered, at least temporarily, 
for the quarantine facility for Uxe upcoming winter. It needs to be described and 

inchaded in the FEIS discussion. 


11.. EFFECTS OF ROAD CLOSURES ON BISON. 
GATHER DATA REGARDING THE IMPACTS OF GROOMING ROADS IN THE 
WINTER INSIDE YELLOWSTONE NATIONAL PARK. Alternatives 2 & 3 are the 
only options to consider researching the effects of road closures on bison Like the 
vaccine that has not been created yet but is a part of every alternative the need to research 
the effects of closing some roads 10 winter traffic should be a part of every alternative. [( 
is again a question of balance. Cn page 359 of the EIS selected portions of the National 
Park Service Management Policies of |988 are listed. 
Chapter 4:5 states, "Mangement emphasis will be on minimizing human impacts 
on natura) animal populati 2» dynamics.” 
Chapter 4:6 states | “Unr atural concentrations of native species caused by human 
activities may be controlled if the activities causing the concentrations can not be 
controlled.” 
Both of these policy statements ir dicate that if there are impacts of the winter snowmobile 
use on the bison population, Yciywstone National Park is obligated to attempt to change 
the snowmobile use patterns at the minimum to relieve the impacts on the bison 
population. To understand the impacts, if any, they must first be studied. Therefore, the 
first step is to include the researct effort in all the alternatives. 


RECOMMENDATIONS CONC)_USIONS : 

National Park Service Policy commits Yellowstone National Park to evaluating the 
impacts of the winter grooming of reads and the attendant snowmobile use upon the 
bison and other wildlife popula ‘ions. Further the Park Service is committed to 
taking action to minimize any detrimental impacts that are documented to wildlife 
from recreational activities. Since the Cooperators have committed in the 
Objectives to recognize the poli cies of all the Cooperators, each alternative of the 
FEIS should contain the commitment of the National Park Service to gather data 
documenting the impacts, if an’), to bison of winter grooming of roads and the 
snowmobile use the grooming ficilitates. 


i2. THE SMA'S RELATIONS HIP TO MODIFICATIONS OF GRAZING 
ALLOTMENTS ON THE NATIONAL FOREST. 

MODIFICATION OF GRAZINC: ALLOTMENT TERMS ENHANCES SMA'S 
EFFECTIVENESS AS BUFFER BETWEEN BISON AND CATTLE 

Alternative 2 is the only alternative to focus on using modifications of the National Forest 
Grazing allotment terms to enhan:e the buffers created by the SMA's. The enhancement 
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of the buffers created by the SMA s give some measure of security thai a pian will work in 
the absence of a vaccination program and the lack of development of a quarantine facility. 
When we review Alternative 7 an find no SMA buffers in the Reese Creek area, an area 
bison have used the last few years to leave Yellowstone, we are left to conclude the buffer 
will be effectively created by the c peration of the wrapping facility now in the Stephens 
Creek Area or the destruction of bison as they leave Yellowstone. Alternative 7 calls for 
acquisition of winter range north «f the park in the future and a development of a 
quarantine facility some time in the future, but until those options become a reality, all 
animals captured in the Reese Cre*k area will be slaughtered, regardless of whether they 
test positive or negative until the ;opulation decreases to 1,700 animals. At that point 
animals testing negative might be held until spring and then released back into the Park. 
Where they will be held and how is not specified. But even at the low population level 
there is still the commitment to continue to slaughter animals that test positive. The 
alternative, in the absence of the viccine and the quarantine facility, seems to rely heavily 
on capture and slaughter for creating a buffer between bison and cat!'e in the Reese Creek 
Area. The preferred alternative aj pears to rely on animals not leaving the park as the 
population is reduced toward 1,70) animals to end the slaughtering of animals that test 
positive. This does not address Objective 7 found on page vii which is to maintain a 
viable population if alternative def nes |,700 animals as a viable population. 


RECOMMFNDATION/ CONCLUSION . 

The SMA's are needed to provicie an amount of winter range outside the Park while 
also creating a buffer between bison and cattle in time if not in space. With no 
vaccine the preserred alternativ.: relies on trapping and slaughier to keep bison from 
mixing with cattle and therefor« confined to what is a relatively small SMA adjacent 
to the Reese Creek area. The SMA adjacent to Reese Creek represents a small 
portion of the area used by the bison as winter range. The SMA appears to have 
been artificially truncated to avid private land near Gardiner. The SMA needs to 
be expanded and the grazing allotments immediately adjacent to the SMA on the 
National Forest lands need to be modified to have later turn out dates to maintain 
the buffer between cattle and bison. 


The purchase of private lands n reds to focus on the migration routes from the Reese 
Creek Area to the area outside the Park. 


Emphasis must be placed on establishing the location and development of the 
Quarantine facility for the bisor or else the animals caught near Reese Creek that 
are not infected will be capture! and slaughtered according to the terms of the 
preferred alternative. 


13. TRIGGER FOR PHASE 2. We did not encounter the description of when "phase 
2" is expected to be initiated or what would trigger it's implementation. We could not 
discern why some features of the inanagement plan were relegated to a second phase 
rather than being included in phas: one. 
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RECOMMENDATIONS/ CONCLUSIONS : 

The expanded SMA suggested {or the Reese Creek/ Yankee Jim Canyon as part of 
the Phase 2 action should be incorporated into Phase |. It is important to the Tribe 
to attempt to maintain the bison population based on the relationship of the bison to 
the capacity of the winter range to support them rather than artificially set limits 
based on SMA's that are know to be smaller than the winter range used in recent 
years. We strongly believe thi: can be accomplished while also reducing the risk of 
transmission of brucellosis bet ween cattle and bison by separating the animals in 
time and space through the use of the SMA's. Smaller SMA's and a commitment to 
slaughter bison outside the SM 4 means in winters with more snow means more 
bison will be trapped or shot. 


When management guidelines conflict as they invariably will do, there is always a 
question of which criteria in the plan prevails over the others. We are very 
concerned that the commitment to trap and shoot bison outside the SMA's is a 
stronger commitment in the preferred alternative, than the commitment to not allow 
the population to dip below 1,700. The plan appears to be based on the 
supposition that a bison herd that nears the 1,70U animal level wil! remain inside 
Yellowstone National Park. We have not seen any data to support this supposition, 
especially with the adveat of grooming of roads in “ec winter for snowmobile use. 
The plan does not evaluate the impact of winters with deep snow forcing more 
animals than expected outside the Park. 


14. ANALYSIS OF COSTS 

ALTERNATIVES WITH CHEAPER ANNUAL OPERATING BUDGETS THAN THE 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE ARE AVAILABLE. The annual operating costs of 
Alternative 2 (summary page 73) are roughiy 25% of the operating costs quoted in the 
preferred alternative (summary page | 11). Both options arrive at the same result which is 
to reduce the risk (for this plannirg period) of transmission of brucc!losis to cattle. Why 
did the cooperators choose the pn-ferred alternative number 7 which has an estimated 
annual operating budget of over $2.2 million dollars and not Alternative 2 which has an 
annual operating budget of rough!y $580,000? It appears that the burden of implementing 
the change is being placed upon i» bison and the Tribes and the tourists that enjoy seeing 
the bison and now the taxpayer while the few people adjacent to the Park that graze 
livestock are being protected and not asked to make any sacrifices. The taxpayer is asked 
to pay a higher price than needed to protect the cattle industry in Montana. From an 
economic standpoint this is not justifiable and it is also clear it is not a reasonable decision. 


The alternatives do not attempt to evaluate the cost of the lost opportunity of the Tribes 
to receive carcasses and especially do not evaluate the cost to the Tribes of receiving live 
animals and the herds, and jobs and social ramifications within Tribes that would be 

generated on reservations receiving live bison from Yellowstone, or the public assistance 
that might not be needed if Native Americans were able to obtain bison and start herds of 
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their own. The inability to receiv: live animais is never measured in terms of cultural 
impacts. 


RECOMMENDATIONS / CONCLUSIONS : 

The following series of questions are not rhetorical in nature. They are real 
questions ~imed at trying to obtain a better under :tanding of how wide spread the 
brucellosis transmission concern is. Are bison in Montana only in question or are 
bison in other States a concern? Are there infected bison leaving the park to spend 
the winters in areas to the east or south of the Park? Do the cattle 

allotments near Yellowstone, on lands managed by the U.S. Forest Service, ever 
stray inte Yellowstone? Is thee interchange between the bison population in 
Yellowstone and other bison pc pulations outside the Yellowstone National Park? If 
we assume elk, bison and cattle can all function as vectors to disperse brucellosis 
then the SEIS should have add)essed the impacts of elk, infected with brucellosis, 
leaving Yellowstone to spend tte winter in Idaho or Wyoming as potentially 
Se oo Seen SO eaaaas 


Alternative 2 has the same benefits as alternative 7 but has 75% lower operating 
costs. Over long periods of time, projects with higher startup costs and lower 
annual operational costs are always cheaper (han projects with higher annual 
operational costs. The difference in land costs between alternative 2 and 7 is $15 
million dollars. Since the alternative 7 operational costs are roughly $1.6 million 
dollars higher per year than alternative 2 yearly costs it will only be about 9.4 years 
before the cost of alternative 7 will exceed the cost of alternative 2. What is the 
justification for picking the more costly option (7) as the preferred alternative over 
more cost effective alternatives such as alternative 2? 


The issuance of an SEIS is an opportunity to develop and issue the impact analysis 
that contains the cost to tribes of not receiving live bison unless the 

facility is operational this winter. The cost analysis should include the losses of not 
obtaining bison that test negative from Yellowstone and the opportunities lost to 
augment or start herds on reservations with those animals. 


The analysis should also indica ie why the Intertribal Bison Cooperative, who has 
consistently expressed an intertst im operating the quarantine facility was not 
considered as the operator. The SEIS containing the ITBC/ NWF option should 
include the ITBC as the quararitine facility operator. 


The analysis in the SEIS shouk reconsider the basis for the costs of determining the 
lost opportunities which were calculated to figure the loss to tribes of not retrieving 
the bison carcasses or being abie to receive some of the slaughtered animals. The 
average cost paid at auction dors not represent the worth of the animals to the Nez 
Perce people because it does not incorporate what Nez Perce people spent to have 
the chance to recover animals. One group of Nez Perce arrived in Gardiner as a 
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warm weather front moved ‘a, ibe bison returned to Yellowstone and after two days 
of motels and restaurant meals ‘he group returned home empty banded. 


15. CULTURAL IMPACTS. 

On page 300 of the DEIS there is a request for Tribes to attempt to articulate the impacts 
to their tribe of the specific impac's of each alternative. The following is our attempt to 
delineate the impacts as specifically as we can. However, we still expect the Cooperators 
to further research the potential Nz Perce cultural impacts with the references we have 
supplied and other resources avail able, rather than simply rely on this statement. 


The members of the Nez Perce Tribe that have been able to travel to the Greate: 
Yellowstone Area to retrieve bison carcasses these last few years have been deeply moved 
by the experience. Many people cit a deep spiritual connection with ancestors they did 
not realize existed although they bnew from the oral tradition the Nez Perce had crossed 
the Bitteroots to hunt bison. To live the opportunity was much different than to hear 
about it. 


The DEIS docurnents the archeological resources in Yellowstone have not been explored 
in depth. But the record unearthed so far shows involvement with the area by the region's 
tribes for thousands of years. The Nez Perce Tribe feels that record likely involves their 
ancestors based on oral history of the Nez Perce pursuit of bison in Montana, the 
Blackfoot Treaty recognizing the Nez Perce right to hunt bison and the records from the 
Nez Perce War regarding the travel through the region then on what has become known 
as the Nez Perce Trail. The }vez Perce, after obtaining the horse in the early 1700's, 
became increasingly mobile. Archeological records from Idaho show that Bison were 
fairly common in the area near the confluence of the Snake and Clearwater Rivers for 
differing periods time. It is believ 2d that bison existed here during periods of higher 
rainfall and were eliminated from ‘his region as the climate became dner. We convey this 
information to simply reaffirm the Nez Perce were familiar with bison and sought them out 
through travel to Montana after they were no longer available in this region. The Nez 
Perce living in the vicinity of Karr tah, Idaho under the leadership of various chiefs were 
known to travel to Montana and stay for months at a time enjoying hunting and cating 
bison as well as curing hides and renewing acquaintances. 


The National Park Service and the Nez Perce Tribe have worked together for many years 
to build the Nez Perce National H storical Park, which is managed by the National Park 
Service. Some early photos kept in the collections of the Nez Perce National Historical 
Park Headquarters in Spaulding, Idaho show some Nez Perce even abandoned the 
tradition of covering their shelters with tule mats and adopted the Plains tradition of using 
bison hides for coverings. It is ajparent the Nez Perce were still accessing the bison 
resource in a fairly substantial manner when the pictures were taken which affirms the 
importance to the Nez Perce Tribe to be included im the treaty regulating the harvest of 
game in the area south of the Blackfeet treaty territory. 
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While America has adopted the b son as a cultura! icon the Nez Perce have held bison in a 
position of significance for hundrsds of years and have relished the opportunity to access 
them for both consumptive and nun-consumptive uses. Lf bison populations in and 
around Yellowstone were to be d minished to a point where opportunities to view them as 
a dominant part of the Yellowstone landscape were impacted, our experience of visiting 
the Park as a place of spiritual rej)ivenation, a place where the animals stil! roam free, then 
our cultural experience, would be diminished. 


We find the activities expected to be used to mark bison as having been vaccinated from 
the air, offensive. It is not part o/ a free ranging herd to have bison with peroxide or paint 
stripes on their hides or tags on their backs. Signs that the animals have been intensively 
managed and handled many time: reduce the animals from that of a free independent being 
to something less. If the commit rent of the plan is to maintain a free ranging herd of 
bison inside the Park, then some letter ways of obtaining data from the anima) must be 
used. 


The Nez Perce Tribe has been involved in Gray Wolf Recovery in Idaho for the last three 
years. When asked what it meant to the Tribe to have wolves back in the region again, 
Mr. Charies H. Hayes, a past leader of the Tribe, said it was like reviving a conversation 
that had been broken off long ago. Culture is a living breathing thing. It changes and 
evolves with each new generation that emerges. But it is impossible to have a rich 
cultural experience without the sijns and symbols that you associate with your culture. 
This can be equated with the icon: you would see in any church in the land, such as 
candleholders, altars, or statues. We need to have access to bison meat, bison hides, heads 
and skulls, ribs and tails and all tte other parts of the anima) that can be used to make the 
things we use, as Nez Perce in tovay's world. Many of the things we need to live 
traditional lives are in short suppl / because they get in the way of economic development. 
For example the anadromous fish that used to populate the tributaries of the Columbia 
River are nearly gone, victims of »cean over fishing and the hydroelectric power 
development in this region and th: Columbia River. The cheap electric power that made 
the Northwest economy grow has also helped to rob us of our cultural heritage. Today 
we feel we are in competition wit) other economic interests to maintain opportunities to 
have bison much as we are lockec in the same battle to save salmon. These economic 
pressures will press to diminish the bison herd in Yellowstone because they are convinced 
the bison threaten their interests, heir way of life. We are just as convinced that to save 
their way of life they are asking ui to end ours. We need the free roaming bison in 
Yellowstone as a cultural touchstone, a reminder of a way of life that was, and is carried 
on in us today. We need herds of bison in Yellowstone that produces excess animals we 
can access both as live animals and as harvested animals. We desire to have live animals 
to start herds on our reservation where we can be responsible for and manage the bison 
resource. 


Live bison coming from Yellows one to Nez Perce country means to us what the 


elimination of the threat of Bruce losis means to the cattlemen in Montana: food, 
sustenance, jobs, income and a way of life. The related long term impacts, we expect to 
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sec, from receiving live bison wor id be ; new jobs in managing the bison and in 
production of related products from hides, skulls otc. by artisans, pride in ownership, 
regional recognition as a bison producer, potentially better health, less need for public 
assistance as people center the work force as jobs are created, income for Tribal 
government to address the needs of its people. Additionally funds from the sabe of bison 
meat and products would be expected to be largely to people outside this region which 
would bring funds unto the region where it would benefit the regional economy by adding 
a new industry aad jobs which would support more spending with loca) merchants for 
goods and services. 


We do not understand why the Federal Government, through the actions of the National 
Park Service and APHIS, can abuse their trust responsibility to the Nez Perce people by 
asking the Native Americans to secrifice our values so a small percentage of the ranching 
community can proceed with business as usual and so snowmobilers have the use of the 
roads in Yellowstone. The decision should show some balance by spreading 
responsibilities arnong the stakeh«iders rather than focusing them on the bison, the Tribes, 
the tourists and the taxpayers. 


RECOMMENDATIONS/ CONCLUSIONS : 

The benefits of the preferred aliernative are bestowed on « small number of 
ranchers that graze cattle adjacent to the Park. The Citizens’ Plan to Sure 

Yedlow tone Buffalo has reported that there are only about 14 allotiees on the 
National Forest that would be affected by enlurging the winter ranges available to 
the bison outside but adjacent t> Yellowstone. The value of the federal grazing 
leases (approximately $5,000) hs never been in the fees the people pay to the federa! 
government bui in the value of | he livestock supported on the leases. In this case 
less than 2,019 cow calf pairs. But the preferred alternative in the DEIS exempts 
this group as well as the snowmobile riders and rental agencies from suffering any of 
the responsibilities of the implementation of this dectsion. The burdens of the 
implementation of this decision are placed on the Tribes who will be economically, 
as well as culturaliy impacted, the bison themselves, the tourists and the taxpayers 
who are being asked to pay for » more expensive solution than is required to address 
the issues. No attempt has been made by the Cooperators to share the burden of 
the implementation of the preferred alternativ: among the stakeholders. This needs 
to change before the FEIS is iss sed. 


The ITBC/ NWF, 7 point alternative, spreads the burden of implementation among 
the stakeholders which is one more reason why the alternative must be analyzed and 
included in a SEIS. 


It ts in the Nez Perce Tribe's interest to see the bison popalation in Yellowstone 
maintained at or above current levels by using winter range, in the form of SMA's, 
outside but adjacent to Yellows one National Park. With bison populations at 
current levels or returning to the levels recently existing in Yellowstone it is 
reasonavie to expect continued »pportunities to easily see large groups o{ animals in 


22 


SLNAWWOD 


YELL-11,409 contd. 


Yellowstone as wel) as the continued opportually to rective live or harvested 
animals from Yellowstene. If the population vere reduced the opportunities to 
access bison will likely diminish and the cultural landscape of Yellowstone wil! likely 
change also. 


The DEIS on Page 234. under (be Impacts to Livestock Operations section within 
the heading Impacts Commoa io All Alternatives states: ‘examples of activities 
caigned to ensure that bison msnagement reduces the risk of transmission : ... 
actions that reduce the mumbers of bison". While there are three activities cited in 
this section that reduces the risi of infection among cattle, two invotve the 
destruction of bison. While we agree the destruction of bison will certainly limit risk 
of brucellosis transmission to ci tthe we are concerned this will become (he 
cornerstone of the risk reduction program ip the preferred siternative, especially in 
the absence of a quarantine fac lity. We believe the federal government policy 
supports the development of » preferred alternative that spreuds the risks and 
burdens among the stakeholder s in this decision rather than focusing the burdens 
on the tribal and tourist interests. The development of the SEIS to analyze the 
ITBC/ NWF alternative and revise the impacts to Tribes will allow the Cooperators 
an opportunity tu review these ‘oncerns before a FEIS anc decision are issued. 


16, QUARANTINE FACILITY 

ITBC MANAGEMENT OF THE BISON QUARANTINE FACILITY. The ITBC 
request to develop, support and o xerate the quarantine facility has been ignored. The 
DEIS places APHIS in the role of the operator of the quarantine facility. No reason is 
given why [TBC management of the quarantine (acility was not considered. The [TRC 
has the expertise to manage this facility and should strongly be considered as its operator. 
One of the immediate benefits of ‘TBC involvernent would be the partnership with the 
National Wildlife Federation and he fundraising possibtlities they posses between the two 
organizations. We believe, if they were given the chance they would be able to establish 
much of the facility without fund: from the Cooperators. Ar opportunity to seve 
taxpayer funds should not be taken lightly. In a SEIS the option to have the [TBC 
manage the quarantine facility must be considered. 


RECOMMENDATION/ CONCLUSIONS : 

The use of a quarantine facility has been championed by the [TBC. The [TBC has 
proposed that it manage the fm ility. [TBC management of the quarantine facility 
has not been considered in the |JEIS. Further there is no reason offered why the 
proposal has not been considered further. The SEIS should contsin the 7 point 
ITBC option and alse as a part of that option evaluate the option of the ITBC 
managing the quarantine facili: y. 


17. COMPARISON OF IMPACT ANALYSIS. 


IMPACTS ON LIVESTOCK OPERATIONS. Under the heading, " Methodologies for 
Analyzing Impacts" on page 233 of the BIS there is this statement ; "As required by 
NEPA regulations, both direct and indirect impacts on livestock operations are analyzed.” 


Socioeconomic Impacts. On pagr 245 of the EIS under the heading Summary of 
Regulations and Policies, the folk wing statements are made: "National Environmental 
Policy Act Regulations require analysis of social and economic impacts resulting from 
proposed major federal actions in an environmental impact statement.” In addition, 
Executive Order 12898, dated February 11, 1994, on Federal Actions to Address 
Environmental Justice in Minonty and Low-Income Populations, requires federal agencies 
to assess the impact of actions on cultural minority and low-income communities. 


On page 300 of the DIS under the heading of, Impacts Common to All Alternatives, the 
following statements are made: 
“The specific significance of bison in tribal life varies from tribe to wibe. To 
adequately assess the impacts, it is important that representatives of cach tribe 
articulae specific impacts on their tribe of the alternatives. Their comments will 
be incorporated ito the fijal document." 


DESCRIPTION OF IMPACTS TO GRAZING COMMUNITY AS CONTAINED IN 
THE DEIS. It is insulting to hav» the Cooperators recognize the policies above in print, 
recognize their responsibilities unvler federal guidelines, fulfill those responsibilities to the 
grazing community and not even :nake an attempt al meeting the required analysis for 
tribal concerns. As it says above “both direct and indirect impacts on the livestock 
operations are analyzed." Under ithe discussion of the impacts to livestock operations 
contemplating conversion from a :ow-calf to steer or spayed-heifer enterprises the 
following conclusion is reached : 
” Even with governmental incentives, most producers would likely balk at making 
the conversion, in essence \o a new type of livelihood within the livestock 
industry. Aithough their wattle would no longer be susceptible to brucellosis, it 
would be questionable whvther this benefit would adequately justify for many 
producers the monetary ar d non-monetary costs that conversion would entail. The 
amount of compensation that would be required by producers to convert from 
cow-calf operations could range widely, since each producer would differ in his 
perception of risks posed try bison and the personal satisfaction gained from raising 
calves. Some producers might be willing to convert at reasonable cost to the 
public, but others could be expected to refuse all reasonable offers... 
“Clearly it would be a voluntary decision, and, therefore, producers would only 
agree to conversion of their operations if they found the level of compensation 
acceptable." 


DESCRIPTION OF IMPACTS TO THE NEZ PERCE TRIBE MISSING FROM THE 
DEIS. Based on the above-quoted wording from the section on impacts to cattle, the 
Nez Perce Tribe would expect the new SEIS to include language similar to that describing 
the cattle impacts describing the impacts of all the alternatives upon the culture and 
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heritage of the individual Nez Per 2e Tribal member. We would expect something close to 
the following: " With governmental incentives for each of the earolled members of the Nez 
Perce Tribe, to help them adjust t the lost opportunities of not having bison (live animals 
to export to the Nez Perce Reservation of the abundance of animals enjoyed in the Park) 
and the related cultural strife that will cause, some members may choose to try and adapt, 
if an adequate amount of compen: ation would be made available to individuals to assist 
them in replacing the cultural exp rience the bison represents to them ( be it hides, heads, 
meat and the by-products from lo.al sources or the opportunity to visit larger herds of 
bison on other reservations). Sinve each individual member of the Tribe holds bison in 
different esteem some may choos: to accept adequate monetary compensation while 
others would be expected to attempt to support the continued ability to access bison 
through taking animals from the taps within or adjacent to Yellowstone National Park or 
from Nationa) Forest Lands surrounding Yellowstone National Park. Clearly it would be 
4 voluntary decision on the part of each and every member of the Tribe each would have 
to make. Since some members of the Tribe derive great personal satisfaction from visiting 
the Park and seeing bison or from the harvest and/or management of live bison they may 
be expected to refuse compensation at a reasonable price.” 


While we do not really expect the previous paragraph to make it into the SEIS we do 
hope that by using it we can point out to the Cooperators that the language used to weigh 
the impacts of the alternatives is v ory heavily weighted toward fully describing the impacts 
to a small portion of the cattle pro jucing community and minimizing impacts to a large 
number of Native Americans, who are members of several Sovereign Nations, whose 
cultural heritage has been intertwined with the Yellowstone area and bison in general for 
thousands of years. 


IMBALANCE OF IMPACTS AMONG STAKEHOLDERS. But even beyond the 
language and terms used in the impact analysis, we are gravely concerned there is no 
attempt to balance the impacts of he preferred alternative among stakeholders. The cattle 
producing community and the snowmobile industry and enthusiasts receive the benefits 
and everyone else, especially the Native American community and Nez Perce interests, 
lose. The need to eradicate bruce losis stems from the desire to protect the cattle 
ranching community. The plan is to compensate them for impacts if there is a need to 
change their operations, and yet the ELS requests Tribes to submit their concerns so they 
can be analyzed. The imbalance i) the approach to making this decision 1s compounded 
by the Cooperators reluctance to incorporate what essentially is the “Tribal” option as 
submitted by the [TBC and the N'VF. 


NO CONSIDERATION OF THE “TRIBAL OPTION". If the Cooperators issue an 
SEIS containing the analysis of the ITBC/ NWF proposal, the cultural impacts to Tribes of 
all the proposed alternatives, the impacts of receiving live bison and the updated 
evaluations of the Tribal perspective of the value of carcasses, the Tribes and public will 
have an opportunity to review and comment on the analysis before a decision is issued. If 
the required review is included in the FEIS there will be no opportunity to comment on 


the analysis. The reasonable course is to answer the questions raised through the issuance 
of an SEIS. 


If the SEIS were to analyze the wost to the Nez Perce people of not being able to start a 
bison herd with some of the animals that will come through Reese Creek and test negative, 
but be slaughtered because the quarantine facility is not operational this winter, the losses 
to the Nez Perce would be clearer. 


If the analysis included the futur: benefits and opportunities the Nez Perce Tribe will not 
enjoy because of the inability to cbtain live bison from Yellowstone because the quarantine 
facility, approved with the decision, but not constructed or functional when the Record of 
Decision is made, the impacts to the Nez Perce Tribe would be clearer. 


If the analysis included the cost |he Nez Perce people have incurred to retrieve and 
preserve bison rather than just the average cost of an animal at auction the impacts of lost 
opportunities to Nez Perce peopl: to recover harvested bison would be clearer. 


If the analysis of cultural impacts included the uses the bison are put to rather than simply 
a monetary value of the hide or neat then the cost of the lost opportunities to the Nez 
Perce people would be clearer. 


How can the Cooperators recite (he policies and legislation they are bound to follow and 
then so blatantly exhibit their disctain for the Nez Perce and Native American perspective, 
let alone the cultural impacts to tribes of the preferred alternative while embracing the 
values of the owners of the 2,019 cow-calf pairs? The trade off being made within the 
preferred alternative, to minimiz: the impacts created by this decision to the owners of the 
cattle and the snowmobile recreaiion while placing most of the burden of this decision on 
the iourists and the bison and the Tribes if not the taxpayers of the nation, is not 
reasonable and does not follow federal guidelines. 


RECOMMENDATIONS/ CON:<LUSIONS : 

Care must be taken to review and edit the impact analysis language to use consistent 
descriptions of potential impacis instead of describing some while ignoring others. 
It is not reasonable to quantify some impacts and not even analyze others. 


The [TBC/ NWF or what we are calling the "Tribal" alternative must be 
considered. It is a unique option that balances the impacts of the decision among 
the stakeholders in a way none of the other alternatives do. An SEIS is clearly the 
easiest way to remedy what we believe to be some fatal shortcomings within the 
DEIS. 


Both direct and indirect impacts of the decision to Tribes must be considered. The 
indirect impacts must consider the impacts of Tribes receiving live bison from 
Yellowstone National Park and the impact their offspring could have. 
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YELL-11,409 contd. 


While we have focused much of our discussion on the monetary ead of some of the 
impacts in order to help the Cooperators see the impacts from another vantage 
point i does not mean the Nez Perce Tribe feels the cultural impacts of this decision 
are less noteworthy. It simply means that we, like the Cooperators, find it difficult 
to put a price tag on what it means to Nez Perce people to be able to see and spend 
time umong lots of groups of bison in the Park. It is hard to put a price tag on an 
experience that puts you in touch with a way of life your great grandfather enjoyed, 
a way of life we are uot always able to follow today. It is hard to envision having the 
same experience with a group of animals that have peroxide bleach streaks or paper 
tags hanging off them or are fe:tooned with multipte brightly colored ear tags. 
Aspects of the preferred alternitive that detract from the Nez Perce ability to see, 
communicate with and visit wili and free animals will diminish the cultural 
experience sought. This must be incorporated into the SEIS analysis. 


18. TAGGING ANP MARKING ANIMALS. 

PEROXIDE BLEACHING. Once a vaccine is developed there is mention of using paper 
tags and or piroxide to mark animals so they can be recognized as already vaccinated as 
well as car tags for those animals caught in traps and vaccinated. While we have hope for 
the vaccine we also have hope that the system eventually settled on for recording which 
animals have been vaccinated can be relatively unobtrusive, such as small car tags whose 
color does not contrast greatly with the animals. But bleaching animals’ fur, attaching 
paper tags and brightly colored plastic ear tags will detract from the objective of having a 
free roaming herd, from our persycctive. It 1s hard to feel they are free if they are 
decorated with so much evidence of their recent capture and handling. 


RECOMMENDATIONS/ CONCLUSIONS : 

The Nez Perce Tribe is familiar with several remote monitoring techniques for 
recording fish as they swim through fish ladders. Most of the techniques like 
adipose fin removal, or coded wire implants, do not deir><? from the appearance of 
the fish or give you a feeling the fish is less than free and wiid although we know the 
adipose fin clip designates the f sh came from a hatchery and the clipping is done by 
hand. We feel, when the brucellosis vaccine for bison and elk becomes available 
there must be some ways of documenting the animals that have received the vaccine 
without being as obvious as the peroxide bleach, paint or paper tag proposals. Seek 
alternative methods of documenting the delivery of the vaccine to the animals. 


19. DISTRIBUTION OF BISON 

DEIS VALUES OF BISON. The DEIS predicts 103 bison would be slaughtered each 
year under option |. On page 244 under the evaluation of impacts there is a conclusion 
that the impacts to tribes of the denated 58 carcasses @ $337 an animal (auction receipts 
average) will provide a negligible benefit in the context of the overall food needs of the 
tribe. Again this is a problem of perspective, “Negligible benefit” is in the eye of the 
beholder. We would first question why half the bison carcasses were reserved for auction 
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or social organizations. The public needs to know the basis of the decision being made, to 
harvest bison in the field, which are made availabic to tribal members and when animals 
are captured and taken to slaughter where they have been auctioned or provided to social 
organizations, so they can comment on the criteria the decision is based upon. 


During the winter of 1996-1997 the total number of animals distributed by either method 
was roughly the same. We are unaware of any explicit policy analysis behind this 
distribution method. What is the ‘eason the bison are auctioned at all? The DEIS 
recognizes the average ribal members m Montana are more likely to live below the 
poverty line, make half of the per capita income of the other residents of the state and 
suffer higher unemployment. If many of the bison slaughtered go to social organizations 
for feeding people in need, why don't tribes receive the bulk of the animals harvested? 


SIGNIFICANCE. From the Nez Perce perspective the opportunity to have even one 
animal a year is significant. We vant to impress upon the Cooperators that a centuries 
old Nez Perce tradition was broke n with the end of the Nez Perce travels to Montana to 
harvest bison Any opportunity tc rekindle those spiritual and cultural ties is significant to 
the Nez Perce Tribe and its people:. 


Even more significant would be the opportunity to receive live animals to start a herd 
here. It is disturbing to read the [/BIS and not read of any predictions of the value of the 
bison that would pass through qu.rantine facility and be made available to the tribes or the 
value of their progeny. The value of an opportunity to start a bison herd without the cost 
of buying all the animals is certainly significant and must be analyzed in the impacts to 
Native Americans. Developing and issuing this analysis for comment is another reason to 
issue a SEIS. 


CONTRIBUTION TOWARD HEALTHY LIFESTYLE OF THE NEZ PERCE. 
Deward Walker, a noted Anthrop >logist, has cstimated tha: 90% of the historical diet of 
the Nez Perce people was from fish and wild game. He has estimated, historically, the 
Nez Perce consumed in excess of 1,000 pounds of fish per capita per year. According to 
the archeological record unearthec! here, the Nez Perce lived largely the same lifestyle with 
some notable changes like obtaining the horse and using the bow and arrow, for over 
10,000 years. It is impossible for the Nez Perce-people to replace the protein lost from 
the declining fish runs by the use >f other game resources and so the diet of the average 
Nez Perce person has undergone 1 adical change over the last 50 years. It is impossible for 
the Nez Perce physiology to adap so quickly. Julia Davis, a member of the Nez Perce 
Tribal Executive Committee who is Chairwoman of the Northwest Portland Area Indian 
Heath Board says, “the high incidence of chronic diabetes, heart disease and pulmonary 
problems among Nez Perce peopl: is due in part to: 1) the lack of availability of native 
foods in quantities required to sustain us and, 2) the Nez Perce physiological inability to 
adjust to changes in diet {rom trac itional foods that were heavily weighted to protein and 
contained no refined sugar and very little flour. The Nez Perce people need all the native 
foods we can get to maintain our vealth". It is hard to underscore the importance of 
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YELL-11,409 contd. 


developing bison here of receiving, carcasses or slaughtered animals to pursue a healthy 
lifestyle. We feel bison could help us maintain our health in a very real way. Possibly 
even reduce health provider costs over the long term. 


RBCOMMENDATIONS/ CONCLUSIONS : 

Ja addition to the citing of the employment, per capita income statistics and 
poverty statistics the SEIS should also research health concerrs with the Indian 
Health Service to reference stat istics about the incidence of diabetes, heart 
problems and other health prot tems among the Tribes affected by this decision as 
compared with the population :t large. 


Kevin Peters, a member of the staff of the Nez Perce National Historical Park, is 
fond of saying the big horn sheep and bison horns were the first plastics. Nez Perce 
people used them for spoons cu ps and other utensils. The DEIS mentions that some 
people view bison meat as a hesith food now and pay a premium to get it. The Nez 
Perce know the foods of their ancestors are what keeps them healthy. They just can 
not afford to buy 1,000 Ibs. of sulmon per capita per year. Any opportunity to 
access bison coming out of Yelhowstone, alive or dead are significant to the Nez 
Perce people. 


20. IDENTIFICATION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES. 

NPS POLICY IS TO PRESERVE: CULTURAL RESOURCES. The National Park 
Service policy regarding preservation of cultural resources and the goal of fostering an 
appreciation is listed on page 299 of the DEIS. The DEIS states that inventories of Native 
American cultural uses of the Yel\owstone National Park area and the artifacts contained 
within Yellowstone have not beer. performed. On the same page of the DEIS is the 
admission that cultural landscape:. of Yellowstone have also not been evaluated. It is not 
reasonable to assume the impacts of the preferred alternative upon cultura! resources or 
cultural landscapes can be determ ned if the resources in question have yet to be identified. 


RECOMMENDATIONS/ CONCLUSIONS : 

As part of the SEIS there shoubi be a commitment to either accelerate or initiate a 
program to schedule the work 1eeded to identify the cultural resources of the 
Yellowstone National Park. The data gathered is needed to address other NEPA 
reviews within the Yellowstone National Park. It is not reasonable to continue to 
produce NEPA analysis of impiicts based on minimal or no knowledge of the 
cultural resources impacted. 


It is important to determine the impact on the cultural landscape of this decision. 
We are confident the National lark Service will perform the appropriate surveys 
when ground disturbing activites are contemplated and so the resources in the 
ground seem relatively safe. But the cultural landscape has the potential to be 
impacted by this decision withc ut being evaluated. That can not be allowed to 
happen. 
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21. BISON HERD MANAGEMENT 

IMPACTS OF PAST MANAGEMENT. The large harvest of the recent past occurred 
at two locations where the highesi number of animals come out of Yellowstone and where 
there is reasonable access for people in the winter. We did not see « discussion m the 
DEIS that described the impact of the harvest upon the bison herd. Bstimating the 
current bison population dues not communicate anything about the herd composition. 
How has the herd composition besn affected by the recent harvest. Has the reproductive 
rate changed because of the harvest? There appears to be an underlying supposition that 
the bison harvest at the two locations outside Yellowstone has uniform impacts spread 
throughout the Park and the impa:ts are not concentrated upon any smaller locations 
within the Park. We did not see any data or discussion in the DEIS that addressed the 
bison population beyond an estimate of total size. We did not see the harvest records 
broken down in terms of the total number of animals taken by sex and age classes. The 
relationship betwcen the bisen harvest and its impact upon the cultural landscape within 
specific areas within Yellowstone has not been evaluated. 


RECOMMENDATIONS/ CONCERNS : 

The annual herd composition data regarding the Yellowstone bison population, has 
not been presented in the DEIS and it should be included in the SEIS. We would 
like to review herd composition data for the iast 15 years if available. 


In many discussions of wild animals people tend to talk about a herd. The 
discussion of the Yellowstone Bison has been reduced to a herd" discussion, which 
we suspect is an incredible simplification of the situation. The implications of the 
harvest outside the Park, upon the bison in specific locations within Yellowstone, 
needs to be evaluated since it more than likely impacts the smaller bands of animals 
distributed through out Yellowstone in a less than uniform manner and therefore 
has implications upon the cultural landscape that have not been evaluated yet but 
should be in the SEIS. 


The preferred alternative in the DEIS establishes upper and lower population limits 
bat does not establish any othe: goals for the management of the population. It will 
be desirable te know when serum negative animals are captured whether they are 
needed in Yellowstone for herd health or can reasonably be released to reservations. 
It will be important in the future to establish population management goals for 
bison if they have not been established already. The goals should be inchaded in the 
SEIS. 


The data regarding the age and sex structure of the bison harvested over the last 
several years should be summarized and presented in the SEIS along with « 
discussion of the population management goals and objectives for the bison herd. 
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Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting held at Yellowstone National Park, WY on 
August 12, 1998 

Comment No. 17722 

Nelson P. White 

Northern Arapaho Tribe 


If buffalo are your problem, we'll take your problem off your hands anytime. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holidzy Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Center, Billings, 
Montana on Augusi 25, 1998 


Good afternoon. My name is Floyd Fisher. I'm the buffalo manager for the Northern Cheyenne 
Tribe of Lame Deer, Montana. It is a pleasure to testify here today in Billings on the 
management plan for the Yellowstone bison. 


The buffalo are very important to the Sheyenne people. We value the buffalo highly in our 
culture and today's compiaisant way of life. We have never forgotten the buffalo. We will protect 
their rights to live. 


It is very sad to see the Yellowstone bison slaughtered. But we must all work together to solve 
this disease of brucellosis. So we urge you, all of you, work together to fight the right to live, just 
like ourselves. The buffalo need a saft: home to raise their young. The Northern Cheyenne Tribe 
desires more than what is outlined in the civil plan for the Yellowstone bison, but we realize that 
we must all work together if we hope 'o save the Yellowstone bison. So we will endorse the civil 
plan; however, it is short of a full respect and for expansion of their range. 


Perhaps we can work together, or pertiaps we can work forward and give the Yellowstone Park 

bison more room, mere land to roam. The buffalo are part of the Yellowstone Park environment. 
So let's comment on their needs. The |Northern Cheyenne Tribe will do whatever we can to help 
the Interagency Bison team. So please don't hesitate to ask for help. We are buffalo tribe, and we 
understand their needs. Thank you for your patience. 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holid.zy Inn Billings Plaza Hotel & Trade Center, Billings, 
Montana on August 25, 1998 


Good afternoon. When election year comes around, all of these little things surface. Everyone 
that is running for office has something that they want to use for votes. 


I think we need priorities. Priorities have to be just to address this problem. It's not the buffalo's 
problem. It's a people problem: peopk: in the government, people in state offices; it's a problem 
to the ranchers. I'm a rancher, and | can understand where the ranchers are coming from, but | 
also work with the buffalo program on our reservation. I'm a Northern Cheyenne, and we have a 
few buffalo. You heard Floyd Fisher talk. 


We, as a tribe of Indians, Northern Cheyenne, we're a federally recognized tribe and a member of 
the InterTribal Bison Co-op. We are in opposition to the slaughter of buffalo. There has to be a 
better alternative. 


As an Indian tribe, as a Cheyenne, the buffalo are very significant to our people, to our beliefs 
and our traditions. They are relevant &> our sacred beliefs. The buffalo is a sacred symbol within 
our ceremonies. And we have done th:s for hundreds of years. And in the past, they were a total 
source of life for our people, as well a3 other Tribes. We revere the buffalo in a sacred manner. 
We have a sacred buffalo hat that has been with our people for hundreds of years. They did a 
study on the sacred buffalo hat severa years ago to find out how old it was. 


People mentioned that the buffalo were almost annihilated in the |800s. What's wrong with our 
system? We have many, many probleins. We have a drug problem; not just in our reservations. 
We have a big drug problem that was in the Time magazine, in the front page of the Billings 
Gazette for several weeks. Why don't ‘he legislators and the people in offices attack those 
problems? 


Our state, State of Montana, and other states, Congress, they pass numerous laws for the 
protection of these beautiful animals, 1s well as other animals. Then our own state violates these 
laws. If one of us goes out there and shoots a buffalo, what's going to happen to us? We'd get 
threatened with a strong fine, maybe a prison sentence. | think that it is time to stop the 
desecration of buffalo. I'm speaking a:: a Cheyenne, because we revere them in a sacred manner. 
They are alive and need the respect and protection from what is planned for them. We need to 
address this problem. We've heard many good suggestions. And | know something good will 


There has to be other things that need to be addressed in the Yellowstone National Park, and 


these are the snowmobiles. They make trails for these buffalo. And they need to feed the buffalo, 
not just in one area, but maybe they need to feed the buffalo wherever they are at in the 
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Yellowstone Park so that they won't bv jumping over the fences or going through the fences onto 
the ranchers’ land. 


As a Cheyenne people, the woman is : }ways the last to talk. Well, | would suggest that they 
transfer the buffalo to the other nation: parks that don't have buffalo or give them to the Tribes 
or other entities that are interested in tiking care of the buffalo 
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October 28, 1998 


Bison Management Plan EIS Team 
National Park Service-Sarah Braniiom DSC-RP 


P.O, Box 25287 ,'" 
Denver, CO 80255-0287. \ 
a 
Dear EIS Team: 4% 
Rares as. ft 


r% Wyoming Tribal Fish and 
de rp an cep naagoe 
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LITTLE WOLF AND MORNING: STAR - Out of defeat and exile they led us back 
to Montana and won our Cheyenne hometand that we will keep forever. 


WOMEN: 
The Momeng Seer 
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Oglala Lakota College 


PO. Box 490 
COLLEGE PRESIDENT KYLE, SOUTH DAKOTA 57762-0400 BOARD CHAIROMAN 
THOMAS H. SHORTBULL Telephone (805) 465-2321 Tom CO A 
FAX (005) 465-2787 

October 26, 1998 

Bison Management Team 

National Park Service | 

Sarah BransomDSC-RP nots) HOO Gps, 

PO Box 25287 oe “a ly 
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the park wi : buffalo can use public 
é val 4°M. o* 
¢ Relocate buffalo to Indian reservations or public lands or use a regulated harvest, but 
only when science demonstrates that available land cannot support more buffalo. 
° Recommend vaccination of cattle within lands adjacent to the special management 


area. 

. Emphasize acquisition of key winter rangelands or casements through public 
purchase from willing sellers. Provide incentives to modify livestock operations to 
provide winter foraging opportunities for buffalo outside the Park. 


CHARTERED BY OGL ALA SIOUX TRIBE 
ACCREDITED BY THE NORTH CENTRAL ASSOCIATION 
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] am writing this letter in regards to the crisis that is happening in the 
Yellowstone National Park It scares me to think that the United States government 
1s allowing the slaughter of the Great Buffalo Nation to continue the way it has 
been for the last few years. You can just imagine how these proud brotsers and 
sisters feel and what they are going through. 


We need to remember that this is the last true wild herd left in the lower 48 
states. Once these animals are gone Yellowstone Park will lose one of ii's most 
importam resources. We fully support the [.T B.C 's Bison Support Plan of 
relocating the bison that come out of the park to tribal lands all over the U.S. This 
includes the quarantine which holds the bison for a minamum period of |20 days 
From a cultural aspect the bison are very important to all Native Amencans. The 
buffalo are in every part of the Lakota circle of life. They represent 
religion nutrition culture, strength,education, spiritual guidance, family values ,and 


The bison are also excellent cultivators of the land Their hoof action disturbs 
the soil thus enabling a wide range of plant diversity to regenerate. When they 
wallow or roll im the many grasses covering the prairie the seeds of these plants 
become trapped in their coats and are carried to different parts of the ranges. 

This is a few of the reasons that the bison are so very important to our 
ecosystem. The state of Montana should be one of the first to recognize this since 
their ecosystem is pretty fragile. With the bison around Montana's overgrazed lands 
might be restored to a certain degree. This is something to think about. 

The DOL could easily find ways to get their cattle vaccinated. If the costs 
escalate they can seek paths for vaccination funding. You can find help anywhere if 
you look hard enough. Remember this disease "BRUCELLOSIS" came from cattle 
in the first place 

The U.S. Forest service can modify them grazing permits so that the bison 
and cattle can share these public lands but at seperate times of the year. The U.S. 
Forest service needs to create some reasonable guidelines for all cattle ranchers 
bordering the park to follow instead of letting these people walk all over them. 

We would like to send our prayers to the YELLOWSTONE BISON 
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September 10, 1998 TWEREBA 8. TWO BULLS 


YELL Hort 


Ms. Sarah Branson 

Bison Management Plan IES Tean 
National Parks Service 

P.O. Box 25287 

Denver, CO. 80225-9901 


RE: Txibal Council Action 

Dear Ms. Bransom: 

Please find enclosed a copy of Resolution No. 98-72, which the 
Oglala Sioux Tribal Council passed, during their Special 
Session held on the 27th day of August, 1998. 

If you have any questions, please contact this office. 
Sincerely yours, 


bSyc butte 


B. TWO BULLS 
OST Secretary 


Enclosure 
cc: Senator Tom Daschle 


Senator Tim Johnson 
Representative John Thune 
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RESOLUTION WO. 98-75 


RESOLUTION OF THE OGLALA SIOUX TRIBAL COUNCIL 
OF THE OGLALA SIOUX TRIBE 
(An Unincorporated Tribe) 


RESOLUTION OF THE OGLALA SIOUX TRIBE STRONGLY OPPOSES THE UNNECESSARY 
KILLING, CONFINING, OR INTERFERENCE WITH THE NATURAL MIGRATION OF 
YELLOWSTONE SUFFALO CN PUBLIC LANDS. 


WHEREAS, she Oglala Sioux Tribe cons.ders the buffalo to be of great 
hisctor.cai, cultural, and spiritual significance and further considers 
the buffaic so have a significant role in the health of the ecosystems, 
and is therefore, deep.:y concerned about the continuing slaughter of the 
Yellowstone Suffalo herd; che oldest and the last free-roaming herd in 
this country; the surviving descendants of the mass slaughter of the 
1600's, and 


WHEREAS, nearly 1,100 buffalo, or one-third of the existing herd, 
were killed during the winter of 1996-97, and the killing continued in 
1996, and will continue into 1999, with the deaths of these last wild 
buffalo sanctioned by a United States Government plan still in effect, 
and 


WHERBAS, the release of the draft Environmental Impact Statement on 
the Long-term Bison Management Plan has been delayed for, at least, eight 
years precluding the National Environmental Policy Act process during 
this time, without tribal involvement, and 


WHEREAS, the Interim Bison Management Plan, currently in effect, has 
never undergone an Environmental Impact Statement on Yellowstone Bison 
Management and has permitted instead, for annual operating plans that has 
resulted in the buffalo slaughter, and 


WHEREAS, in the absence of scientific evidence of buffalo-to-cattle 
disease transmission risk, the Oglala Sioux Tribe, considers this recent 
buffalo slaughter, just like the buffalo slaughter of the 1800's; to be 
politically and not scientifically metivated, and 


WHEREAS, the Oglala Sioux Tribe has an inherent right and 
responsibility to protect the last wild buffalo herd and considers the 
plight of the Yellowstone herd a matter of great importance and will 
have negative cultural and spiritual effects om native people, and 


WHEREAS, there are more culturally, socially, environmentally, and 
economically sound, acceptable solutions in determining the future of the 
Yellowstone buffalo herd, and 


RESOLUTION NO. 96-75 
Page Two 


WHEREAS, the Oglala Sioux Tribe has never been consulted on this 
matter of great cultural importance on a Government -to-Government basis, 
as mandated by Executive Memorandum and National Snvironmencal Policy 
Act provisions, now 


THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, that the Oglala Sioux Tribe strongly 
opposes the unnecessary killing, confining, or interference with the 
natural migration of Yellowstone buffalo on public lands, and 


BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Oglala Sioux Tribe demands the 
United States Government to immediately initiate official governmental 
consultations with the Oglala Sioux Tribe on this matter, per Executive 
Memorandum, Federal Register, Volume $9, No. 65, Page 22951, April 29, 
1994, on Government -to-Government Relations with Native American Tribal 
Governments and per National Bnvironmental Policy Act stipulations chat 
Pederally-recognized tribes are to be given special consideration, and 
mot to be considered as the “general public’. 


C-8-R-T-I-F-I-C-A-T-I-O-N 
I, as undersigned Secretary of the Oglala Sioux Tribal Council, hereby 
certify that this Resolution was adopted by the vote of: 1§ for; 
Q against; Q abstain; Q not voting, during a SPECIAL SESSION held on the 
27th day of AUGUST, 1996. 
ESA B. TWO 


Secretary 
Oglala Sioux Tribe 


A-T-T-E-S-T: 


W. STEELE 
President 
Oglala Sioux Tribe 
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Oral Testimony provided at the Thunderbird Hotel, 2201 East 78 Street, Bloomington, 
Minnesota on October 6, 1998. 


Good afternoon. My name is Elaine Quiver. | am from Pine Ridge, South Dakota. | am one of 
the Oglala Tribe Grey Eagle Society members. I am here today to address the slaughter of the 
buffaloes. 


The buffaloes are well known by the Lakota and once lived among the people. The people and 
the buffalo had a co-existence since times ago in the past. Every part of the buffalo was utilized 
by our people. Today, we don't have that many buffaloes and we need to preserve the buffaloes. 
Our children today are losing the value system, because of the things that happened to us in the 
past, and we don't need the buffalo to experience the same thing. We don't need to slaughter our 
buffaloes. Wc have ample land in our reservations and there is ample land where peopie are not 
living. We should try aud have the buffalo survive and maybe the children will learn something 
to help the buffalo be utilized by the people again. 


Today, | would like to read a resolution that was made by the Oglala Sioux Tribe, and | think this 
is something that we al! should think about. When we go someplace to present something, we 
need to be together as unified Tribes. We are the aboriginal people on this island, and we should 
provide cach other the resources and the things that we need together. We could help our people. 
We could help our non-Indian people to help us preserve and control America for freedom and 
justice for all of us. These are some of the things that | have learned through the years working 
with children, working with different Tribes, and with the non-Indians. | think we need to do 
something together as a whole in order to survive. 


Today, we were not involved in all of the planning. We have five different groups that were 
preparing these systems, drafting these impact statements. As Lakota people, we were never 
involved. We never had a consultation to be involved in this buffalo impact statement Today, | 
will read you the resolution 9875, resolution of the Oglala Sioux Tribal Council of the Oglala 
Sioux Tribe, an unincorporated tribe. 


The resolution of the Oglala Sioux Tribe strongly opposes the unnecessary killing, confining or 
interference with te natural migpation of tee Yolloecens boflato on pubte lente 


Whereas, the Oglala Sioux Tribe continues to fee! buffalo to be a great historical, cultural and 
spiritual significance and further considers the buffalo to have a significant role in the health of 
the ecosystem, and therefore, is deeply concerned about the continuing slaughter of the 


Yellowstone bufllo hard, ho oldees cad Gee lant Sue soamine bard in tis cnentry, who are the 
surviving descendants of the mass slaughter of the 1 800s. 


One-third of the existing herd were killed during the winter of 1996 and ‘97. The killing 
continued in 1998, and will continue into 1999, with the death of these last wild buffalo 
sanctioned by the United States Government, plans still in effect. 


We ask that the release of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the long-term bison 


management plan has been delayed for at least eight years, precluding the Natonal 


Whereas, the interim bison management plan currently in effect has never undergone an 
Environmental Impact Ststemeat on Yellowstone bison management. It has permitted instead 
for annual operating plans that have resulted in the buffalo slaughter. 


Whereas, in the absence of the scientific evidence of buffalo to carry disease transmission risk, 
the Oglala Sioux Tribe considers this recent buffalo slaughter just like the buffalo slaughter of 
the 1800's, to be political and not scientifically motivated. 


Whereas the Ogiala Sioux Tribe has an interest, nght and responsibility to protect the last of the 
wild buffalo herd and considers the plight of the Yellowstone herd as a matter of great 
importance and wiil have negative cultural and spiritual effects on the native people. 


Whereas, there are more culturally, socially, environmentally and economically sound and 
acceptable solutions in determining the future of the Yellowstone buffalo herd. Whereas, the 
Oglala Sioux Tribe has never been consulted on this matter of great cultural importance on the 
government to government basis as mandated by executive memorandum and National 


Therefore, it be resolved that the Oglala Sioux Tribe strongly opposes the unnecessary killing, 
confining or interfering with the natural migration of Yellowstone buffalo on public lands. And 
be it further resolved that the Oglala Sioux Tribe demands the United States Government to 
immediately officiate immediate consultations with the Oglala Sioux Tribe on this 
matter, per executive memorandum, Federal Register Number 59, Number 85, Page 22951, April 
29, 1995. A government to government relationship should exist with Native American tribal 
governments. The National Environmental Policy Act recognizes that Tribes should be given 
special consideration and not to be considered as the general public. Undersigned Secretary of 
the Oglala Sioux Tribal Council hereby certifies that this resolution adopted by the vote of 15-4, 
none against, none abstained, not voting during a special session held on the 27th day of August, 
1998 


Thank you. | would like to thank all of you for listening, and | hope that we would resolve what 
is part of our treaty issue. We have given up many things to be part of the United States 
Government, and one of the things that we forgot to protect is our buffalo that roam the wild 
country im the past. With that, | would like to say thank you to all of you for listening. | would 
hike to thank all of the children that are here. You are the future generation and you should 
protect and think about your cultural rights and your cultural property that cxists with the Treaty 
of 1868. It states that clearly that we should have a government to government relationship in all 
cultural nghts. (Native tongue spoken.) 


Lvs 


Excerpts from the Cheyenne River Sioux Tribal Council meeting heid at Eagie Butte, SD on 
August 21, 1998 


| think we lived longer, without the medical skills we have today, in those years. Because of 
strengthening nutrition we had the common medicines that exist through the herbs and plants. 
But what has changed all that? One of the things that we did last year, we did a lot of research 
through the grandparents that | work with. They always say, “well let's find out what happened 
to us, what happened to our grandparents.” One of the things that was done last year was we had 
a workshop on White Buffalo Conference which brought up herbs and food that was eaten 
maybe 200-300 years ago. Among them was the buffalo. It took onc year for my grandparents 
to dry, solar dry, the buffalo mest and solar dry the fruits we had 3 years ago, and brought it to 
the workshop. We taught the kids that these were the types of foods that were caten a long time 
ago and they didn't have all the obese and diabetics and people were more alert in their minds 
and were more in control of their own lives. 


So we need a lot of help from the Park Service. We need a lot of help for education awareness. 

And we need the National Forest, the national rage lands, and things like this where the plants 

are still growing. We need the Park Service to preserve our plants, our natura! habitat that exists, 
and the bison most of all. And I think a lot of us have land that could be used to raise the buffalo 
that are needed, even small herds. 


All | want to say today is to encourage the Park Service to become a partnership to our way of 
life because | think you have that expertise in learning to walk with Mother Earth. 


We need all leaders to get together. We need all grandmas to get together. We need educators to 
get together. We need to get to the Park Service and tell them our history because | think they are 
kind of fragmented too. As working with some of them, some of you, | think you come and 
isolate your position in one area, and a lot of people don't do research of what is involved. 


$47 


Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting held at Yellowstone National Park, WY on 
August 12, 1998 


Whenever the Tribes come together a: a consortium to agree upon if any of the seven will match 
their expectations, | would strongly suggest that little bit of history there that goes along with the 


Right now, it just bas a taste of the marketing concept of trying to sell. It gives me the impression 
that these are the only 7 plans that are out and this is it. It doesn't leave open the idea that these 
are 7 oppositions that are being discussed right now and this is a draft plan at this point that hes 
not been adopted by everyone yet. 


Page 300 of this opening paragreph ‘I: :pact common io all alternatives’ talks about defending 
nature. Any plan that is developed her: 1, 7, 8, whatever, this statement in here to me is nothing 
different than a prosecuting sttomey making a statement to the defense attorney, ‘this is what 
your client says.’ ] want to say bison ae important to the religious beliefs and value system of the 
Prairie Band of Potawatomi People, in the same way when you ask an American why a vote is 
important in the democracy, it is part f the belief and value system of democracy. 


I got to thinking about all these nice tt ings for the bison, but in reality the United States is a free 
system driven by money an! budgets. One of the things | didn't see today in this EIS 
ee 


| also didn't hear any dollar figures ab >ut what is the market value of the cattle industry that 
could be affected by this bison disease. In comparison to the total US market, are we talking 
about a market that’s 5% of the 100% market? | would like to see a little cost-benefit analysis on 
that. Also, | would like to know, in the overall picture of Yellowstone, what economic value as a 
dollar figure, do bison have to drive tourists here compared to the cattle industry outside of here? 
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Prairie Island Tribal Council 
(A Tribal Government) 


RESOLUTION 98 - 10- 2- 105 


WHEREAS, The Prairie Isiand Indian Community in the State of Minnesota (also known 
as the Prairie Island Mdewakanto 1 Dakota Community) is a federally recognized Tribe 
Organized under 25 U.S.C. § 476 and is governed under the terms of the Constitution and 
By-Laws adopted by the tribal members on May 23, 1936, and approved by the Secretary 
of the Interior on June 20, 1936; and 


WHEREAS, the said Constitution and By-Laws provide that dhe Community Council 
(sometimes referred to as the Tritel Council) shall be the governing body for the Prairie 
Island Indian Community (Article: IV, Section 1); and 


WHEREAS, the Tribal Council has the authority under the Constitution and By-Laws to 
promulgate ordinances, resolutions, instiute regulations, and consider various legai 
matters that fall within the author.ty of a federally recognized Indian tribe; and 


WHEREAS, the Tribal Council has the authority under the Constitution and By-Laws to 
promote the genera) welfare of th: Community by regulating the conduct of trade and the 
use and disposition of property upon the Reservation; and 


WHEREAS, the Tribal Council supports th : Inter Tribal Bison Cooperative (“ITBC”) 
and its efforts to promote the proliferation o buffalo throughout the United States; and 


WHEREAS, [TBC has asked the Communit y w endorse the Citizens’ Plan to Save 
Yellowstone Buffalo which is designed to: 


* Maintain wild, free-roaming buffak in Yellowstone National Park. 

* Create a large special management urea outside the park where buffalo can use 
public lands to survive harsh winters, | nd where buffalo will be managed by 

* Develop scientific buff: lo populatic n goals for this special management areas 
outside the park. 


@® (651) BETTE «panos 


Sturgeon Lal, Road * Weich, MN 55089 
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* Relocate buffalo to In/:an reservations or public lands or use a regulated 
harvest, but only where science demonstrates that available land cannot support 
more buffalo. 

* Recommend vaccinaticn of cattle within lands adjacent to the special 
Management area. 

* Emphasize acquisition >f key winter range lands or easements through public 
purchase from willing sellers. Provide incentives to modify livestock operations to 
provide winter foraging o portunities for buffalo outside the park. 


THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Tribal Council hereby appoints Art Owen to 
represent and vote for the Community at meetings of the ITBC, and be it further 


RESOLVED, tha: the Tribal Council supports the efforts of the [TBC to enact the 
Citizens’ Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo. 


CERTIFICATION 


ae 
with a quorum present with a vot: of ___ for, __ against, ___ abstentions, __ absent on 


October 2, 1998. 
VOTE SUMMARY 

President Audrey Kohnen. for, against, ____ abstain, __ absent 
Vice President Noah White, Jr. 2S for, __ against, ___ abstain, __ absent 
Secretary Darreil Campbell _xzA. for, ___ against, __ abstain, __ absent 
Sec/Treas.Lu Taylor + a OGAinst, ___ abstain, __ absent 

=~ 
‘Audrey = Noah White, Jr. 
Tribal President Tribal Council Vice-President 
pw > ee ae 
Tribal Council Secretary Tribal Council Treasurer 

‘aylor 
Tribal Council Secretary/Treasurer 
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PUEBLO OF POJOAQUE *“ 57% 


ROUTE 11, BOX 71 
SANTA FE, NEW MEXICO 87501 


The Pueblo of Poyoaque Tribe and thew employees are concemed about the slaughter of yellowstone 
buffalo in Montana. We consider Yellowstone's buffalo herd to be a valuable resource—to be squandered 
needlessly. We don't have to destroy Yeik wstone's buffalo to protect Montana's cattle from Brucellosis. 


None of the ahernatives presented in the drift Environmental impact Starement for the Interagency Bison 
Management Pian for Montana and Yellowstone fails short on many leveis. We ask that you re-work the 
EIS and put forth @ management plan based on solid science and common sense. 


There has never been a documented case of bruceilosis transmission between wild buffalo and range cattle, 
the threat posed by buffalo to Montana's livestock :s very smail. 


The Inter-Tribal Bison Cooperative/Nationa! Wildlife Federation's Seven Point Plan takes a rational, 
scientific. approach to resolving the conflict. We support this plan, which features severai important points 
lacking w the preferred alternative. The draft E1S, for example, provides no assurances that buffalo will be 
allowed to range on public lands outside the Park. Nor does it insure that buffalo captured and placed in 
quaramtine would ever make it out alive or b> transferred to triba! governments, public land, or wildlife 
agencies. The [TBC/NWF pian covers all t! ese bases. 


We appreciate your careful and thoughtfu! considerarion of our comunents. 


Sincerely, ° ' 
| hey 
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Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting held at Yellowstone National Park, WY on 
August 12, 1998 


Comment No. 17721 
Fremont Follis 
Resebud Sioux Tribe 


What are the chances of the Tribes that are gathered here and Yellowstone Park Service doing 
some kind of MOA? So that we will |ave just as much input as you people in government-to- 
government relationships? 
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Oral testimony provided at the Holidcty Inn South, 3401 South Interstate Hwy 35, Austin, TX on 
September 29, 1998 


Comment No. 15090 
David Pege 
Saginaw Chippewa Indiana Tribe 


I came here today because I'm not onl concerned about buffalo, but because I'm a member of an 
American Indian tribe. I'm a member «/f the Saginaw Chippewa Indian Tribe trom Michigan, and 
| wanted to reiterate to you that buffalo, the rest of nature are very important to the peaple who 
were the original inhabitants of this land. And in many cases, we gave up this land willingly 
because of promises that were made tc us that the land, its occupants, bow; human and otherwise, 
would be taken care of. 


Many of the things that we were prom sed did not come to pass. We were promised adequate 
health care. That's a scary thing to me because the latest statistics that I've seen, which are only 
several years old, show that only 60 pc rcent of American Indian men live to be age 45. That's an 
incredible statistic in this time of air anbulances and laser surgery and the fact that the Indian 
people have national health care systern that was promised to us by treaty obligations, and they 
can't keep us alive. 


And we, like the buffalo, are at a point where there are not many of us left. Coming into the 
century, there were less than 400,000 .\merican Indians who were alive despite the fact there 
were 15 to 50 million American Lndiasis when Columbus and the rest of the Western European 
explorers first started coming over her:. So there's a great deal of sadness that we all carry for the 
people that have been lost and for the wnimals that have been lost. 


And | just wanted to tell you today that the buffalo are important to the Native people. They 
represent survivors, just as we represent survivors, the Tribes that remain. 


And | highly endorse the Citizens’ Plan. | think the fact that there's an opportunity to reunite 
some of these majestic animals with tte Indian people is just simply an amazing proposal to me. 


| also wanted to say to you that | think this is all kind of silly. Here we are having hearings 
around the United States at what cost? | don't know how much this is costing — hundreds of 
thousands? Probably not. Several million? Probably. And you have American Indian children 
dying today because they cannot get adequate health care. Government dollars going to debate 
something that is so simple to decide tat you shouidn't slaughter majestic animals who are 
survivors from another era, a time when America really was free. It just doesn't make sense to 
me. And I'm one voice, but | want you to think about that. 


You know, the American Indian people need help, and it's going to be wonderful if every child 
who is Indian can reach out and touch a buffalo. | really want them to be able to reach out and 
touch a computer and to grow older thin 45 years old. Thank you for your time. 


YELL-8827 


Shakopee Mdewakanton 
Sioux Community 


2330 SIOU< TRAIL NW © PRIOR LAKE, MINNESOTA 55372 
TRIBAL CFFICE: 612°445-6900 © FAX 612°445-6908 


Resolution No. 10-|4-98-002, Support for the Citizens Plan to Save 
Yellowstone Buffalo 


Dear Ms. Bransom: 
Enclosed herein please find a copy of Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux (Dakota) 


Community Business Council Res lution No. 10-14-98-002, Support for the Citizens 
Plan to Save Yellowstone Buffalo. 


If you have any questions regardin this matter, please contact me at (612) 496-6110. 


Sincerely, 
Ww WON re 


William J. Hardacker 
Special Staff Legal Counsel 
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BUSINESS COUNCIL RESOLUTION NO. 10-14-98-062 
SUPPORT FOR THE CITIZENS PLAN TO SAVE YELLOWSTONE BUFFALO 


WHEREAS, the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux (Dekota) Community is a sovereign Indian 
Tribe, federally recognized and organized under the provisions of the Indian 
Act of 1934, and is governed under the terms of the Constitution 
approved by the Secretary of the Interior on November 28, 1969; and 


WHEREAS, the Business Council is designated by Article II] of the Constitution of the 
Shakopee Mdewekanton Sioux Community to perform duties authorized by the 
General Council; and 


WHEREAS, the Business Council maintains the constitutional authority, as granted by the 
General Council, to conduct the day to day business of the Community including 
the administration and management of the Community's governmental programs; 
and 


WHEREAS, the Business Council, pursuant to Section 14.3 of the Gaming Revenue Allocation 
Amendments to Business Proceeds Distribution Ordinance (Ordinance Number 
10-27-93-002), maintains the authority to appropriate and expend funds for such 
purposes as the normal operation of government requires; and 


WHEREAS, the Busincss Council has reviewed the situation surrounding the management and 
treatment of buffalo located in and near the Yellowstone National Park and the 
Business Council believes the plan called “The Citizen's Plan to Save 
Yellowstone Buffalo” is worthy of its support, and 


WHEREAS, the Business Council believes the strategies behind “The Citizen's Plan to Save 
Yellowstone Buffalo” are the best way to protect wild, free roaming buffalo from 
unnecessary killing, while also protecting the interest of the livestock industry 
around Yellowstone National Park; and 


SS | 


Shahepes Mdewehartoan Sioux (Dakota) Community 
Business Council Resolution 10-1 4-98-0602 


Page 2 


WHEREAS, the Business Council determines that it is in the best interests of the Com nunity 
and all Indian people that the buffalo located in and near the Yellowston . 
Se ns ORGS "Ven eran Gove Velonne 


NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED, the Business Council hereby supports what is called 
“The Citizens Piao to Save Yellowstone Buffalo” in an effort to stop the unnecessary killing of 
buffalo located on or near the Yellowstone Netional Park. 

CERTIFICATION 
This Resolution was passed at a Regular meeting of the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux (Dekota) 


Business Council with a quorum present with a vote of for, against, 
abstentions, on October 14, 1998. © 2 


LIMA Lhe bat — 


Susan Totenhagen, Secretary-Treasurer 


SUONDZIUDBAQC) [DG14] PUD juaULULIAOD [G14] 


Commas dtp Seisaissints lea ingting to hy 1998 Draft 
Revicemmenael Gngest annoy Gaeta ts Gs esinagmagy Stee Management Pn fer Go 
State of Montana and Yellowstone Na.ional Park. ere 


To einen ef tabbed jana’ ten Is totenaenain 0 wl, Ono cangien 
population of bison. This is to be don: in such a manner ts to address the risk of bruceilosis 
transmission and to protect the econor 1ic interest and viability of the livestock industry in the 
State of Montana. Having set forth th.s purpose, the Draft EIS then spends more time on the 
issue of brucellosis than on maintainirg a free range population of bison. The © 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes (hereafter referred to as “Tribes”) do not wani to downplay the issue 
of brucellosis as it is a serious issue, however, there should have been more time and effort put 
imto the master of maintaining a wild, free-ranging population of bison. The non-Indian society 
for years put pressure on the buffalo in Yellowstone Park, bringing them to near extinctioa. Now 
there is a federal agency whose duty i to protect the bison in the Park who cannot do much better 
today. The Tribes have watched the National Park Service in this process and are not satisfied 
with the outcome as presented in the Draft EIS. It is the strong spirit of the buffalo which has 
kept them alive throughout the years of devastation by non-ltdian society. It is this strong spirit 
which the Tribes want to preserve in a population of bison that are “wild and free ranging” and 
not simply a population of museum 0: park animals. Although the Tribes are not satisfied with 
the process of the draft EIS » we offer the following comments: 


1. The Draft EIS fails to recognize and protect the trust responsibility that the federal agencies 
have to the Shoshone-Bannock Tribe: and their off-Reservation treaty protected rights. 
Yellowstone National Park itself encompasses 2.2 million acres and the area outside the park 
included in the Greater Yellowstone ‘icosystem includes an additional 568,994 acres of which, 


act in good faith and utter loyalty to the best interest of the tribes. It is the Tribes’ belief that this 
trust doctrine far outweighs any comnitment the Federa) Government has to the farm and ranch 
community. The Tribes have been treated as little more than the “interested public” 

this process. The treaty rights of the Tribes involve the supreme law of the land and need to be 


given their proper consideration in this process. Federal officials nuust faithfully execute the trusi 
responsibility which has been delegat:d, and the courts are careful to scrutinize their actions in 
this regard. We encourage the federa) agencies involved to take another look at the process and 
determine how the interests of the Tribes can better be served. 


2. The Draft EIS does not provide ad-squate documentation of the risk of brucellosis to cattle in 
the surrounding areas. Although the “ribes understan( the threat of burcellosis to the 
surrounding cattle operations, we cannot support the sacrificing of a valuable resource without 
better data and better “science” as to the impact of the bison to the cattle. Sound data is lacking 
regarding the transmission of brucellosis from free ranging bison to domestic cattle. The risk of 
brucellosis transmission to cattle is nct defined or quantified in the document. Citation is given to 
studies which do not support the conclusions set forth in the document. in the summary under 
Risk of Transmission- Page V. it is stused: “ These and the paucity of information 
on brucellosis in bison make it impos:ible to quantify the risk of B. abortus transmission from 
bison in the greater Yellowstone area to domestic livestock.” On page 19, also under Risk of 
transmission , it states: “Although transmission from bison to cattle has occurred under 
experimental conditions in contined s aces, this has never been documented under free ranging 
conditions” The impossibility to quaatify the risk of transmission of this disease to cattle, 
whether it be from elk or bison, make: this DEIS appear to be very pre-mature. The plan does a 
very good job of providing an unbiased treatm=nt of the risk of B. abortus transmission to 
livestock, and makes it easy to draw the conclusion that there is no documented risk. However, 
all the alternatives presented assume there is a risk because APHIS assumes there is a risk. 
Obviously, APHIS is unable to correc ly interpret the ecological and environmental data 
presented. The Tribes would like to join in the scientific analysis and work with the federal 
agencies in truly presenting options which reflect the state of the science and in this manner 
become a partner in these management decisions. 


3. The preferred alternative neither properly reflects the concept of establishing a wild and free 
ranging population of bison, nor does it represent the science presented in the Draft EIS. The 
preferred alternative, as is the case with cach alternative, involves many unknowns and 
assumptions about future conditions and available tools to manage the bison population. This 
disclaimer, stated at the beginning of cach alternative, makes it difficult to review and make 
comment on this EIS. As stated in the DEIS language, the impacts on several resources could be 
slightly different, depending on what tools are available and depending on which options are 
approved. This might mean slightly different impacts than those described. It appears that 
decisions based on assumption are being made in regards to this action. It may be assumed that 
the decision has already been made in regards to this EIS and what alternative will be accepted. 


Assumptions are also being made in n:gards to required approvals of special management areas 
(SMAs) to be created immediately upon the signing of the Record of Decision. If these 
assumptions are not realized what happens to the comments received and the decisions that have 


14,775 contd. 


Bison Management Plan 
DEIS Comments 
Page} 


already been made? The Shoshone Bannock Tribes find decisions based on so many 
assumptions very hard to review, very hard to comment on, and very hard to understand the logic 
behind decisions or the alternatives bused on these assumptions. According to the DEIS 


As stated, the agencies are going to continue to operate under the Interim Bison Management 
Plan if many of these assumptions are not realized. This should be an indicator that the agencies 
should find the answer to some of these assumptions before making any decisions. 


4. The comments of the Tribes regarding other alternatives have not been properly addressed in 


Tribal members should be allowed to participate in all bison hunts in the greater Yellowstone 
area. 


5. Cultural resources have not been properly addressed in the Draft EIS. The Shoshone Bannock 
Tribes believe that the impacts to cult ural resources are not adequately addressed in the DEIS. 
Cultural resources were addressed as only archeological sites, when in fact cultural resources are 
seen by the Shoshone Bannock Tribes as resources which are viable, living resources that are 
important to the culture and well bein 3 of the contemporary and future menubers of the Shoshone 
Bannock Tribes. Bison are considered both a natural and cultural resource to the Shoshone 
Bannock Tribes. 


It appears that this DEIS is using the <iefinition and criteria of the National Historic Preservation 


requires compliance. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analysis of the impacts 
proposed must address the impacts of the Federal action on the human environment. Human 
Environment is “interpreted comprehnsively to inchude the natural and physical environment 
and the relationship of people and the environment.” (40 CFR 1508.14) The “Natural 
Environment” inchudes the land, the iir, the water, and all living things on and in them. The 
“Physical environment” includes both the natural environment and other physical things 
variously referred to as the “built environment.” As written, the DEIS only takes into account the 


impacts to the archeological and historic resources or the physical environment which are only a 


view the bison as a very important resource in their cveryda" life, even as they have done in the 
past. Bison continue to be an important cultural component. ‘ison are not only seen as a 
traditional subsistence resource, but also an important spiritual, ceremonial, and intricate part of 
the Shoshone Bannock culture. 


The Shoshone Bannock Tribes believe that the NEIS as written is inadequate. The DEIS does 
not address the need for the action or the impacts of the action, either environmentally or 


to consult with the tribes in a timely and professional manner is also a reason for not accepting 
the DEIS as written. 


6. Proper consultation with the Tribes did not occur. Although efforts were made by 
representative of the National Park Service to present the Draft EIS to the Tribes, true 
consultation did not occur. True consultation means i dialogue between the federal 
agencies and the Tribes with duc regard taken for the concerns of the Tribes which then must be 
truly considered in the document. In addition, other federal agencies did not participate in the 
meetings with the Tribes. There is a trust obligation due and owing by all federal agencies to the 
Tribes and all agencies must strive to properly execute thet obligation both individually and as 
one federal government. The Tribes welcome the opportunity to have true consultation on this 
matter but do not believe such consultation occurred. 


7. Proper consideration of additional alternatives has not been given. There has been a failure to 
consider other viable alternatives. Another alternative should be added to the plan which assumes 
that risk of transmission of B. Abortus from bison to cattle is nonexistent or minimal. The 
alternative should allow Bison to leave the park and establish new herds in the National Forest 
Lands surrounding the park and to establish new migration routes in and out of Yellowstone 
Park. Livestock owners will be required to immunize their cattle and maintain fencing to keep 
bison off private property. The Federal Government should provide financial assistance to 
landowners for fencing and vaccinations. Adoption of this alternative would require APHIS to 
allow all states bordering Ycllowstonc National Park to retain their “Brucellosis Free” status 


The Tribes believe that great strides have been taken in setting forth the information necessary to 
make a decision on management of the wild and free-ranging bison in Yellowstone National 
Park, but more work needs to be done Additional information needs to be gathered and added 
to the available information for inclusion into the Draft EIS in order for it to be adequate for its 
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purposes. The Tribes are willing to work with the agencies in a government-to-government 
consultative process which truly reviews all available science and considers the impact on the 
treaty trust obligations of the federal government to the Tribes. 


The Shoshone-Bannock Tribes woul: like to thank the Bison Management Plan EIS team for 


recieving our comments and hope thet some changes take place in the final management plan. 
Written response to theses comments can be sent to my office at the address noted on the 
letterhead. 


WOd- 


Keith Tinno, Chairman 
Fort Hall Business Council 


Excerpts taken from the Shoshone-Barnock Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Hall, ID on 
August 18, 1998 


Comment No. 17740 
Blane Edneo 
Sheshone-Bannock Tribes 


Take no offense, but | am just curious, was the consultation with the Native American or tribal 
populous done as an afterthought? 


In the EIS, there is no mention of the impact upon treaty Tribes and our so-called deal with the 
United States government. There is also a total disregard for tribal social values or emotional 
values as they relate to some of those who have traditional hunting areas. 


Let's talk about the economic value to the livestock owners then on the north and the northwest 
portion of the park. What statistics wo ld prove how the brucellosis in the bison could impact the 
livestock? What percentage? 


There are two other problems with this. If you look at your attendees, the psychological 
implication right here is that the first thing you start talking about is the purpose and the 
background and then you start talking about the brucellosis in the cattle and bison. The 
implication is there, but you already docided that the threat is there and the threat is real and we 
have got to do something about it. So, I think you are misleading the gencral public and planting 
psychologically in their mind thet you have already decided that brucellosis and bison go hand- 
in-hand. So there is a need to remedy that threat. What concerns me is, who is planting this 
psychological implication in the publications? Is this based upon biology, solid statistics, or is 
this based upon public pressure and pclitics in the State of Montana? 


In effect, you make cultural resource impacts, but all you talked about is generic history, which 
is stereotypical or trails of Indian Americans. Then you talk about archeological sites. To us, 
cultural resource is a living breathing thing, not only the past, but also the past, present, and 
future. Time and again, we asked to discuss these same issues with various 

and time and again we have the same yeneric stereotypical action being presented to us. 


The other problem with this whole thing is that the government-to-government relationship is not 
really existent here because when the decision comea down, you notice he didn't say we would 
have any say in making the decision. The other thing that is a real fact is our tribal members have 
gone up there to attempt to exercise ou treaty rights in regard to the buffalo and have ended up 
in jail and with handcuffs. They have prosecuted in attempting to exercise our rights. If we go up 
there and attempt to do a government-'o-government relationship, ours will be behind bars. 


I think one thing that is left out in the whole scenario too is all of us are taxpaying citizens, 
whether Indian or non-Indian. We all pay federal taxes. If you are talking about slaughtering 
resources, you are using our tax money as well to slaughter something that is an integral part of 
our lives and society. 
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Excerpts taken from the Shoshone-Barnock Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Hall, [D on 
August 18, 1998 


Are the Tribes invited by the Park Service to comment on bison issues or is this just strict!) 1 
government deal’? 


This sounds to me like a good excuse because with brucellosis bison they can go ahead and po; 
them off. Whether it would be Montana, Wyoming, or Idaho, [ think the ranchers are using it a5 
an excuse to go ahead and slaughter under the guise of the Forest Service, Montana, or undit the 
Park Service. That’s what it looks like to me. If there are no statistics, then why are they dsius 

it? 


It is just the case of where federal lands are being turned over to management. The govern ent is 
Giving it to the state, the state turns around and sells it off to individuals, and now they are 
around the park. It didn’t used to be that way. There was a range and the buffalo used to go out 
there in those areas. It was federal lanc. You can’t expect them to stay in a small spot and try to 
survive there. They won't do it. They are a grazing animal. 


We need a big say in all of this becaus: to us the buffalo are everything: food, shelter, clothing, 
tools, whatever. The whole buffalo is used. The animal is important to us and wil) remain 
important to us. We should not be left sut when we should be having more say-so about the 
enumal. 


Sao- 


Excerpts taken from the Shoshone-Banock Tribal Council meeting heid at Fort Hall, ID on 
August 18, 1998 


The other thing is that | think if any bison should die, | think the tribal members should have the 
Tight to kill them, and they should be treated with respect when the animals are put down. They 
were never ours to begin with. 
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Excerpts taken from the Shoshone-Ba:nock Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Hall, 1D on 
August 18, 1998 


As part of the EIS, aren't there more agencies involved in this park management aspect than the 
Park Service? 


It is my concern that with the new management strategy for the park, we are not managing the 
bison. 
You're talking about hazing to contro! the bison, but yet you don’t have that kind of management 


control. How is that management done? Do you just round them up or go out and find them in a 
certain area? 


Excerpts taken from the Shoshone-Ba mock Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Hall, ID on 
August 18, 1998 


Counment Neo. 17744 

Diane Yupe 

Sheshone-Bannock Tribes 

To me, that is what is confusing about the EJS. It appears the infection was in the cattle. 


As far as where the cultural aspect coroes in, | might talk about that ister. 


Right now, it appears the managemen' proposal is to mamage the infected rather than the 
infectec, the ones who are infecting th: population of natural animals. But then there is the 
management of the naturals rather than the domestics. 
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Excerpts taken from the Shoshone- Bannock Tribal Cow! «ving held at Fort Hall, 1D on 
August 18, 1998 


Comment No. 17745 
Jim Reed 
Shoshone Bannock I ribes 


There is absolutely no scientific information to suppor |): management activities. There has 
never been a single documented case end there has hx.» absolutely no repetition in the studies 
that have been done on the transferring; of bruceliosis between bison and cattle and vice versa. 
There is absolutely no data to support such a management. 


I have an alternative to offer to your im ypact statement. There is one that seems to be left out and 
| think it is onc that would be very wei! received by all Indian people nationwide. Instead of 
shooting the buffalo, give them to us. Roued ‘hee up, we will come get them. We will 
incorporate them as part of our herds. ‘iver \ve hundreds of thousands of Indian people 
nationwide that want to sec the buffalc ‘e«:). dost understand the buffalo are normal in this 
system, not cows. That has been left out as an alternative. 


It is just asinine to shoot buffalo and then they tum around and give them to the Indians or the 
needy or whoever else. These buffaloes are just like eating the bottom of your shoe this time of 
year. It is just volly asinine. We sit hee and give up on our treaty rights. Since we have treaty 
rights, why .. we go in there and hunt these buffalo wisen they are nice and fat and laying 
under tive ‘:cs. if tvey have to thin the crop out, we can exercise our treaty rights in there. 


We have to go back and figure out how we can get that money from the Park Service to the 
Tribes. We have had people hired to go and do this work. It is not adequate to give the meat to 
the Tribes. First of all, there is a treaty that Yellowstone Park is a traditional cultured property. It 
does meet National Register eligibility under the NR program. It has extreme special significance 
to our people. Not only for the hot spriags but also for the mountains and resources that the 
Tribes have not been using since the closing of the park to us. Actually, because of the foes, it 
has been literally closed, we cannot practice, we cannot enjoy, we cannot visit, and we cannot be 
part of the park due to the closing. The traditional-ness of it is still there. It has not disappeared, 
but we have been restricted from it like: Indians. 


Ultimately, the problem seems to be the bison are moving onto grazing allotments of very rich 
livestock cattlemen, a very small number of cattlemen's allotments, and they have a great deal of 
political clout. 


Based on a complete lack of data, they have decided that bison are the worst thing that could 
ever happen to their caiutle. The worst t1at could ever happen to their business. They don't want 
the bison anywhere near their cattle so the National Park Service has invested all this energy to 
bend and satisfy a very small number «-f very rich people. 


This whole environmental! impact thing, this whole management thing is going to be catering to a 
handful of individuals. As a (/nited Stetes citizen, that is kind of absurd. We are taking a national 


treasure, rearranging bison herds and managing them to satisfy just s few voters that have strong 
public pull. Why can such a travesty be allowed to continue? It doesn't make any sense. The last 
| heard, the buffalo were pretty important. 


There is a real important distinction that needs to be made with respect to the government-' >- 
government between Indian Tribes and federal agencies and the need for process. 
Indian Tribes need to be considered as co-managers not public entities. As a co-manager, we 
need to be involved in all aspects of the decision making for these reasons as the reports show. 
They are Aboriginal landowners. We cannot be lumped into that public category. Our input 
needs to rank far and away above that of a letter from a concerned individual that lives in the 
Garden Valley or a rancher. 


As we move forward in the environmental impact statement and process, you need to remember 
that even if the public comment perioc has passed if any federally recognized tribe has a 
concer, or complaint, an addition, or subtraction, it needs to be waived as with any other federal 
agency. 
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Excerpts taken from the Shoshone-Bar-nock Tribal Council meeting heid at Fort Hall [ID on 
August 18, 1998 


The concer | have is from looking at ‘he yous schedule of mectings and the stated areas. It 
seems to me like the treaty Tribes have been excluded from this whole theory system. To me, to 
exciude the Indian people from tus type of thing is complete disregard for our poopie The 
mectings you have scheduled here started in July and then the rest of the meetings are in big 
whan areas. Nothing here at Fort Hall, why wasn't Fort Hail listed on here? Then you come as 
an efterthought, which is an insult to me. 


Is there a separate lisung for the gover iment -to-governmert relationships ’ 


In regard to the tresty that our tbe made with the federal government, there is a trust 
responsibility by every federal agency, and those are the ones listed in here, to the Indian Tribes. 
Who in these federal agencies is working on behalf of the Tribes to keep us informed and 
updating us as they go along in this process’ 


If you use that same theory on the mig-ation of the animals, irrespective of whether it is the State 
of Idaho or the State of Wyoming, or Montana, or Yellowstone Park, thet is our aboriginal 
territory | ike it or pot, we should have a direct say in that management. A right and equal status 
with an active part with the Park Service, Forest Service, and unfortunately if the State of 
Montana is involved we should have equal standing or more standing than Montana You have to 
remember when you talk to federally recognized Indian Tribes you are really talking to a 
sovereign nation. 


The thing | see wrong is the State of Montane having ail this power in this whole process. Ow 
treaties were made with the federal government. 


To me, this whole FIS thing that you are doing is absolutely wrong. Having your hearings in 
these big urban areas, they don’! have an interest in the buffalo. They don't care. [n history, what 
has happened to the buffalo is well documented. They were annihilated. This is ali that is left in 
the park, and thet is all that is left of the buffalo. This.is just an excuse to get rid of the rest of 
them, which is absolutely wrong. Where is the brand on these buffalo by all these non-indians 
that you are giving all the authority wo" 


Is there anywhere in the E1S that talks about feeding these ammais’ 


Excerpts taken from the Shoshone- Bannock Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Hall, 1D on 
August 18, 1998 


Comment Neo. 17747 
Keith Tiamo 
Sbecheae Bannock | ribes 


My question is, out of those ranches that have grazang allounents in the forest area ucxt to the 
park, how much cattle is in that areca when the buffalo are allowed to graze outside the park? 
During the winter, how much cattle arc in those areas? 


So there have been several proposals written up about constructing quarantine facilities like on 
the Choctaw Nation that was bought in 1994 or 1995, | think early 1995. There have been others 
by the ITBC and the National Wildlife: Federation. | think they mention quarantining as a 
management option. [t is inchuded in the EIS as part of the alternatives and it could be chosen. 


In the ElS regarding the buffalo, there is really no scientific proof or anything about brucellosis? 
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Excerpts taken from the Shoshone-Barmock Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Hail, 1D on 
August 18, 1998 


Comment Ne. 17748 


Teay Galloway, Sr. 
Sbheshene-Banneck I ribes 


When you talk sbout hazing, what do you mean by hazing? Chasing them by airplane and 
Tubbing . . . on them and stuff like that? 


One of the things you should probably jot down is to feed the animals. Part of our culture is 
having a live buffalo in the first place. To save these buffalo, keep these animals alive. These 
animals are starving. You have to feed them in order to keep them in there. You look at the 
natural way of doing things, and it has shrunk s0 much. How do you expect them to stay in there 
and feed on nothing? 


559 


Excerpts taken from the Shoshone-Bawnock Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Hail, ID on 
August 18, 1998 


Cue: te brucellosis come from cattle to begin with, not from buffalo? 
Why do you shoot the buffalo? 
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Excerpts taken from the Shoshone -Banmock Tribal Council meeting held at Fort Hall, [D on 
August |8, 1998 


Coasment No. 17750 
Public Speaker (identity unknown) 


First in time, first in right. h works res] well with water. Why is it something thet was imported? 
You've got to remember that the Native American, the animals, they took care of the ecosystem. 
The buffalo knew how the buffalo grazed. It worked well for the animals. Now you bring 
something that was imported that docsn't have that respect, something that is strange and 
2 


The buffalo is very holy to us. They are held in our religjous ceremonics. 


Is this just political that you guys are dancing to the tune? You have to remember you guys were 
imported. Divide and conquer in the nuume of the almighty dollar. 
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Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting held at Yellowstone National Park, WY on 
August 12, 1998 


Cosnment Ne. 17713 
Aluah Quinn 
Siancton- Wahpeton Sious Tribe 


A comment about the facilities at Stephen Creek, and if you have any sumbers up there and you 
hold them for any length of time. So they did get supplemental feed? Won't it be a good idea to 
improve the facilities at Stephen Creek? Maybe build some hazing fences whore they normally 

might get out so thst they would migrate into a larger compouad of some type. Then they could 
be worked through the facilities and tested with the reactors slaughtered and the others kept until 
they're actually proven clean. 


The whole probiem lies when the animals leave the park boundaries. We can go ahead and work 
them before they get to the boundaries or where ever the problem areas are, or fence the whole 
park, which is unconceivable. But if the Park Service can concentrate on the problem areas, | 
don’t see where it would be such a big problem anymore because there seems to be more and 
more support for the live removal of bison. 


1 would agree and if we could deal with it before they get to the park boundary then | would 
think the state would be completely out of it. Then we would be in a government-to-government 
working relationship. 


For the animals that were shipped to slaughter here two years ago out of those facilities, did the 
State of Montana have to issue a permit to transport those? 


198 


Oral Testimony provided at the Thumlerbird Hotel, 2201 East 78° Street, Bloomington, 
Minnesota on October 6, 1998. 


My name is Dave Wilson. | represen Thunder Nation, founder. What Thunder Nation does is 
use the gifts that the Crestor has given us to try to help the young people, the young children that 
get washed down the stream by the drugs, by the hunt for money. And it seems like everything 
here that is being talked about, everything that this commission has got going, it is based on 
finance, moncy. It seems like this whole society is kind of based on money. It is a religion. It is 
valued more than anything else is. It is valued more than our own children are. But money is 
what this is all about. Money is what Montana is al] about. Killing sacred animals, moving 
people off their lands, cutting down the tree nation and polluting the sky, it all has to do with 
money. It seems like the society's values are based on money. Now, all of these values are 
stesting to kick them in the... The childven ave starting to go awry, the drugs are rampant, and 
gang violence is rampant. And it is still the religion of this country. It is still the basis for all 
their dealings with anybody else. It doesn't have nothing to do with what is sacred, what is of 
value. It all has to do with Uncle Sam's USA greenback. 


If that's what Montana is all sbout, | for one won't ever return to Montana. | for one will never 
go to Yellowstone, if we can't get whut we want. We can't change the values. We are in big 
problems here. We have a lot of problems. A lot of my people, a lot of my children are caught 
up with all of this. They are caught u> with the values that are put out on television. They are 
caught up with the values that this go ernment, that these commissions, that these parks put on 
the US greenback. The old good USA dollar. 


It seems like every day you listen to the news, you read the newspapers, you are involved in 
talks, you are involved in what your house payments are, what your car payments are, how much 
money you have in your pocket. That doesn't make the value of a human being. That doesn't 
make the value of a bison, of the buffalo, it doesn't make the vaiue of a wolf. You take all of 
your money, and when you go see your God, show him all of your money and tell him what a 
great person you are because you had so much moncy. 


The battle that I fight every day is on the streets. | ga see my children. | see the children of my 
cousins, my sisters. | bring in the traclitional gift that has been given to us by the Creator. That's 
our drum. | am a drum keeper. | am :. song keeper. | have seen all of your AA programs, | have 
seen all of your drug programs, your rehabilitation programs, you created those, we created those 
because we put value on moncy, above all else. So, now we have to create everything else to 

counteract the values that we have. We have to start putting some real value on this Mother 

Earth, on this grandmother carth that jives us everything. She has never asked you for anything. 


It is time to change the values of the people that want to kill the buffalo in Montana. If money is 
what their value is, then maybe we shouldn't go to Montana. Maybe we shouldn't go to 
Yellowstone Park. They generate millions and millions of dollars every year from tourists like 


¥6 | 


you and 1, who want to go see nature, who want to get in contact with our mother, the earth You 
get in contact with Mother Earth and she will tell you what she needs, she will teil you what to 
do. But, it has nothing to do with how much money is in your pocket. It has nothing to do with 
bow much moncy you are willing to spend. 
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Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting held at Yellowstone National Park, WY on 
August 12, 1998 


Comment No. 17719 
Clarence Skye 
United Sioux Tribes 


Remember, | don’t think there has ever been a proven case where brucellosis has effected the 


| thought if ] went imto a government area and did some damage to a government area, the 
federal government would come get me, send me to trial, and send me to prison. But if a federal 
buffalo can walk out of the reservatio 1 and get shot by a rancher, | thought they were protected 
by the federal government. 


Also for the relationship between the [ribes and the National Park Service, | think technical 
assistance should be provided not ont to the Tribes, but the Tribes provide technical assistance 
to the National Park Service. Manage:nent, animal control, and environmental development are 
also important when there is excess buffalo, and deciding which Tribes can use the excess 
buffalo, the surplus buffalo. 
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14,455 


GIGMARCK, NORTH DAKOTA 58506 ¢ PHONE 101-255-3285 © FAX 701-256-1844 


October 15, 1998 


Sesah Bransom 
——ee 


PO Box 25287 
Denver CO 80225-9901 


Deas Sarah. 


The Northern Plains Bison Education Project (NPBEN) is working in concert with the 
lmerT riba! Bison Cooperative (ITBC }, and to implement a plas to save bison leaving 
Yellowstone National Park from the needless slaug*eer perpetrated by the State of Montana 
Department of Livestock 


Nerthers Plains Bison Education Network: 
The following tribal colleges are members of the Northern Plains Bison Education 
Network 


The tribal colleges also received Land Grant Status under the Act of 1994, and Little 
Priest Tribe! College received its status this year. Seven of the ten tribal NPBEN colleges are 
from tribes that are members of the lr terTribal Bison Cooperstive 


Mision 
The mission of the ITBC is “to restors bison to the Indian Reservation in a manner that is 
compatible with the spirttual and culuural beliefs.” 


The mission of the NPBEP is: 

1. To estabhsh a regional postsecondary collaboration supporting the restoration, 
development, and management of bison herds, and, 

2. To establish a regional clearin; house for distribution of bison to Tribal land grant 
instututions for cultural, educational and research purposes 
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14,455 contd. 


The mission statements of both organizations require the joint efforts to reapond to finding a 
sensible solution to the problems in Y ellowstose National Park. 


Nerthere Plains Bisee Education Network Propesal 


The reasonable solution is to conduct brucellosis research through tribal land grant 
instsntions, m Animal Health Fecilsti:s established under tribal law, which would exceed state 
and federal standerds. This would bs a win-win solution for the National Park Service, and other 
partes involved, and most important! ; the bisoa. 


1.) it would halt the needless killing of animals, just because they crossed a state line. 

2.) it would conduct research for the sake of the bison, not just the impact negative or 
positive thet it would have on livestock, and ultimately protect the economic and 
livestock inserests. 

3.) it would provide factual information and a scieatific database. 

4.) It would conduct research on bison in the Yellowstone ares to ensure bison and other 
native wild ammmals m the ares are protected from bruceliosis a dreaded bovine disease 

5.) It would allow research associated with brucellosis and the risk of disease transmissions 
to other wild emsnals and livestock. 

6.) It would allow Tridel Land Grant Institutions the opportunity to research as part of the 
bison herd development on baian reservations. 


Support ef the Citizens Plan: 

The Northern Plains Bison Education Project supports the Citizens Pian to Save Yellowstone 

Buffalo endorsed by the following sponsors: American Bison Association, Defeaders of 

Wildisfe, Gallatin Wildlife Association, Greater Yellowstone Association, Idaho Wildlife 

Federation, interTribel Bison Cooperttive, Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance, Montana 

Audubon, Montana River Action Network, Moatana Wildlife Federation, National Parks and 

Conservation Assa., National Wildlife: Federation, Natural Resources Defense Council, The 

Wilderness Society, Wyoming Wildli'e Federation, Wyoming Wear, and the Yellowstone Raft 

Company. The Citizens plan would. 

1.) Maintain wild, free roaming buffalo, by ensuring thet herds will have access to public 
lands outede the park 

2) Place wildlife professionals in charge of crucial decisions about wild buffalo instead of 
leaving thet authority with Montana's Department of Livestock. 

3.) Direct government agencies to work with private landowners adjacent to the park to 
protect landowners’ interest. 

4) Manage buffalo by relocatiag hen to indian reservations and public lands or through 2 
a ae 


5.) Create incentives that encouraye landowners to change their grazing practices in ways 
that reduce contact between cattle and buffalo. 

6.) | Work to compensate private landowners when natural buffalo migration damages fences 
or other private property. 


United Tribes Techaical College supports the Northern Piains Bison Education Network, 
and the Inter Tribal Bison Cooperative in the development of a plan to find a sensible plan to 
resolve the bison issue in Yellowston: National Park. 


Pode 


United Tribes Technical College 


Ce ITBC 
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14,701 
Upper Sioux Community 
Board of Trustees 
Dallas Ross, Charman 
L. Alan thin, Vite Chastinan 
Brad Lerschen, Tribad Secretary 


Jaanatts Marlow, Truasurer 
Tam Xow, Member at Large 


USC RESOLUTION NO. 37-98 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


WHEREAS, 


The Upper Sioux Community is a federally recognized Indian 
Community possessing the powers of self-government and 
self-determination, and is governed by the Constitution of the Upper Sioux 
Community, and 


The Upper Sioux Community has an elected governing body called the 
Upper Sioux Board of Trustees which is empowered by the Tribal 
Constitution to «ct on behalf of the members of the Upper Sioux 
Community; and 


The Upper Sioux Tribe strongly opposes the unnecessary killing, 
confining, or interference with the natural migration of ‘Yellowstone 
Buffalo on public lands; and 


The Upper Sioux Tribe considers the buffalo to be of great historical, 


buffalo herd, the oldest and the last free-roaming herd in this country, the 
surviving descendants of the mass slaughter of the 1800's; and 


nearly 1,100 buffa.o, or one-third of the existing herd, were killed during 
the winter of 1996-97, and the killing continued in 1998, and will continue 
into 1999, with the deaths of these last wild buffalo sanctioned by a United 
States Government plan still in effect; and 


the release of the draft Enviroumenta! Impact Statement on the Long-term 
Bison Management Plan has been delayed for, at least, cight years 


responsibility to protect 
the last wild buffs o herd and considers the plight of the Yellowstone herd 


THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVE), that the Upper Sioux Tribe strongly opposes the un- 
necessary killing, confining, or interference with the astural migration of Y cllowstone 
uuffalo on public lands, and 


BE [T FURTHER RESOLVED, that the Upper Sioux Tribe demands the United States 
Government to mwosdiately imitiste official governments! consultations with the Upper 
Sioux Tribe on this matter, per Eyecutive Memorandum, Federal Register, Volume 59, 
No. 85, Page 22951, April 29, 194, on Govermment-so-Government Relations with 
Native 


oe 
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WINNEBAGO TRIBE of NEBRASKA 


October 15, 1806 


Cheyonne River Community Fort Berthokd Community College, 

Uitte Priest Tribal Collage, Lower Brule (ests , Oglala Lakota 
College end United Technical 

| ape leo received Land Grant under the Act of 1904, and Lite Priest 
College received its status this Seven of the ten tribal NPBEN colleges are from tribes that 


© = would hell the needless idly) of animals, just because they crossed a state Ine. 

e it would conduct research for ihe sake of the bison, not just the impact negative or positive that i 
would have on Ivestock. and u imately protect the economic and ivestock interests. 

¢ = would provide factual informs Son and e scien@fic database. 


¢ lt would allow Tribal colleges the opportunity to conduct research as part of the college and tribal 
bison herd development on incian reservations. 


LoS 


badfelo by relocating then to inden reservations and public lends or through a 
r) or 
area snarvass ty Cane Gamanabelas Orme eo too any edhe tr avendiio uae 


The Winnebago Tribe is in total support of Lite Pies! Tribal College, the Northem Plains Bison 

Network, and the interTribal Bison Cooperative in the development of a plan to restore bison 

to indian Country and public lands in any manner TWis also includes the development of 
Health 


Finally, as clizens of the State of Nebraska the bison in Yellowstone National Pesk belongs to us too. 
We cannot confinue to condone the needless indiscriminate of this Natonal Treasure leaving 
Yefowstone National Park. Let us find a way to treat the bison with respect. 
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Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting held at Yellowstone National Park, WY on 
August 12, 1998 


Comment Neo. 17709 

tole LaReoos 

Winnebago Tribe of Nebraska 

The bison are in Wyoming. Where is jurisdiction? 


We're against brucellosis. | don’t care if it's in buffalo, elk or other wild game or the cow, and 
we're just as much concemed with the brucellosis-free state as Montana. 


But | am trying to figure out since you have the veterinarians stacked against us, you have 
APHIS and the State of Montana oa tt ¢ other side, and the forestry service on the inside voting 
in this committee, it seems like it's sta:ked back right from the start. It really makes us wonder if 
the input we have as a tribe is going to be of any importance. 


The Tribes are asked to state our cultural relationship to the buffalo. It's kind of very specific to 
tell our relationship and most of us can do that. But a0 one has said anything about the White 
people including their cultural relationship to livestock. | mean it's almost like a religion to them, 
because it fits right into their way of thinking, their economy. So I'd like to ask why we arc 
being asked what our religious though's are about bison. | think that’s unfair that we had to show 
our religious point of view before we can eat at this table. | think that is irrational and unfair, but 
we can do it. 


When bison are in the Park cverywher: it does make a difference. It doesn't make a difference 
whether you're Indian or White or why t state has the national park, it belongs to the whole 
country. | think that not doing anythin;; and allowing them to cross a state boundary, into another 
jurisdiction into another mind field, is your responsibility, on the part of the Park Service, 
because it really sets them up just to be exterminated. 


There are a couple of things we want {> mention in regards to page 300. There are Tribes within 
the Inter Tribal Bison Cooperative whc feel that when it comes to talking about their religion, 
that's their business. Because you real y have no right to ask a person about their sacred religious 
beliefs on certain issues. That's how they look at it. But most of those bison probably came from 
the plains in one area that are in Yello-vstone. 


We have a relationship to bison, and it's part of who we are so we have a linkage. | think if you 
kept looking we have a historical, and cultural linkage to that animal and what we want to do is 
save them. Something we need to talk with the Park Service about is that the relationship that 
establishes stronger between you and the Tribes and it is the Winnebago Tribe and the State of 
Montana and the Winnebago Tribe ani APHIS when it comes to talking about bison. Because 
APHIS does not want to deal with thern as bison, they want to reclassify them and deal with 
them as livestock. 


I have done a lot to oppose both you and APHIS and the State of Montana every chance | can 


because every time you see one of Ux se buffalo kicking because they cross the state line it is 
failure. It's a faibure on my part for not doing enough. This document can turn totally against us 
and it can become the road map to the annihilation of bisoa the way some people want. | don’t 
want to sec that happen and | think we: have enough rational people that we can put together a 
good plan to respond to common interest and move on. 


Take a look at some of these sacred cows. One of the things that we can get with is that 
quarantine and | tell you that ! suppor it but I hate it. 


1 don’: know how many times | have \alked to tribal people who have dealt with buffalo in onc 
way or anothe: and you know what happened, the buffalo are back and the people have changed. 
The beginnings changed. They are be)sinnung to grow and they are beginning to understand litt 
things about their lives that they didn't know before. It's beginning to have impacts on Tribes 
where there are buffalo, and that's sor cething has to be handled. We don't sec these as a 
commodity, we don’t get hung up on ull of these other things that people do. So we need to take 
a look at other kinds of ways. So when we really get down to it, it's more cost efficient to provide 
bison to the Indian people than it is to pay for all those amputation surgeries that Indian Health 
Service came up with. 


We have got to begin to find your bes people in the Park Service and begin to have them 

develop a program so that we start bri xging young men and women from our tribal colleges into 

your program so they begin to learn ahowt your bison management. So they can take them back 
now. 


When it comes to the issue, | think thet if you developed a quarantine facility along the kinds of 
things that you are talking about, you jon't have to have that boarding house mentality. You can 
do other things. There are all kinds of things you can do if you are creative, and | tell you | am 
pretty creative. 


| think that we could tie research into »ne of the major universities that does research. We have 
major land grant colleges in Nebraska and we are in two states so we can tie with lowa State at 
Ames. If it went through, and we met ‘hat protocol, then why not, because | think we want to 
study bison for bison's sake, not for tivestock’'s sake. 
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Business and Claims Committee Y 5 T 


"RESOLUTION WO. PY 304/ 


The Yankton Sioux Tribe is an unincorporated Tribe of indi- 
ene operating under an amended Constitution end By-Laws 
approved or April 24, 1863 and June 16, 1876; end 

The Yankton Sioux Tribe Business and Claime Committee 
le an elected body constituted for the purpose of conducting 
the Business and serving the best interest of the Yankton 
Sioux Tribe; and 


The Vanktor Sioux Tribe Business and Claims Committee 


killed during the Winer o° 1806-97, the killing continued Into 
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Excerpts from the Tribal Consultation meeting heid at Yellowstone National Park, WY on 
August 12, 1998 


Everybody is excited about having buffalo on the reservation there im a pasture where they are 
really noticeable down around the river. Like all the comments, culturally, they are sacred to the 
people who lived off of them for hundreds of years. 
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As the nation’s principal conservation agency, the Department of the Interior has responsibility for most of 
our nationally owned public lands and natural resources. This includes fostering sound use of our land and 
water resources; protecting our fish, wildlife, and biological diversity; preserving the environmental and 
cultural values of our national parks and historical places; and providing for the enjoyment of life through 
outdoor recreation. The department assesses our energy and mineral resources and works to ensure that 
their development is in the best interests of all our people by encouraging stewardship and citizen 
participation in their care. The department also has a major responsibility for American Indian reservation 
communities and for people who live in island territories under U.S. administration. 
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